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Abstract 
Fear of personal victimisation is a measurement of the self-perceived risk of a 
person that they will be the victim of law breaking in their daily life. Although 
there have been many attempts to measure this risk, there are several lacunae 
within the research field that stem from measurement invariance, temporal 
inconsistencies and a lack of generalisability (Pleysier, Pauwels, VerVaeke, & 
Goethals, 2005).  
This thesis outlines the main lacunae associated with assessment of 
fear of victimisation and describes a set of innovative studies designed to 
produce a coherent measurement framework (Mesko, Areh, & Kury, 2004). 
Specifically, the analysis features an investigation of relationships between 
key factors of fearfulness. These include; demographics (e.g., gender, age), 
general perceptions of the local/social environment in the context of crime 
(e.g., distrusting strangers, fear for self/possessions), how often individuals 
think about the possibility of becoming a victim of crime, and concern about 
specific crime types (e.g., mugging) (Mesko et al., 2004).  
  The findings of this paper outline the issues with the “Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale” and attempt to make improvement to the 
construct breadth, internal consistency and predictability of fear of personal 
victimisation (Mesko et al., 2004; van der Wurff, van Staalduinen, & Stringer, 
1989). This was accomplished by improving the psychometric properties in an 
iterative process of item creation and removal following Principal Component 
Analysis (PCA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to determine the best 
model fit. The predictability of the scale utilised multiple hierarchical regression 
to assess the variance of a scale of crimes selected from the Crime Survey of 
England and Wales (United Kingdom Office for National Statistics, 2016).  
By the end of phase three, following removal of items sharing excessive 
variance, analysis confirmed a 4-factor solution. The emergent Fear of 
Personal Victimisation Scale demonstrated good internal reliability and validity 
(face and convergent). The measure also displayed the capability to account 
for more predictability of variance for fear of personal victimisation scores than 
the original 8-item measure. (Words 326) 
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Chapter 1: Overview 
1.1  Background  
Across several related academic disciplines (i.e., criminology and forensic 
psychology) the concepts fear of crime and fear of victimisation are established, 
well-researched topics (Hale, 1996; Markowitz, Bellair, Liska, & Liu, 2001; Singer, 
Chouhy, Lehmann, Walzak, Gertz, & Biglin, 2019). Although, multiple studies use 
measurement instruments such as the items devised by Barberet, Fisher and 
Taylor (2004), generally, researchers have employed a variety of scales. Thus, 
despite sustained research interest the field still lacks a widely accepted 
standardised measure of fear of crime (Pleysier, Pauwels, VerVaeke, & 
Goethals, 2005). This lack of methodological consistency is problematic because 
it restricts the ability to conduct cross study comparisons (Birnbaum, 1981; Bilsky 
& Wetzels, 1997; Carifia & Perla, 2007; Pleysier et al., 2005). 
 Previous research has primarily employed self-report measures to 
investigate the causes of a fear of crime (Farrall & Gadd, 2004; van der Wurff, 
van Staalduinen, & Stringer, 1989). Many of these studies, lack rigorous 
psychometric evaluation (e.g., van der Wurff et al., 1989). This is problematic 
because the failure to establish validity or reliability undermines the credibility of 
measurement tools (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955; Kelley, 1927; Pleysier et al., 
2005). 
The absence of a standardised measure arises from a lack of conceptual 
clarity with regards to fear of crime (Hale, 1996). The main issue is that theorists 
acknowledge that a myriad of factors contribute to self-perceived risk of 
becoming the victim of a crime but fail to agree on the core elements (Dobbs, 
Waid, & Shelley, 2009; Russo & Ruccatto, 2010). Consequently, researchers 
have focused on diverse factors. This has resulted in generalised descriptive 
outcomes that fail to explain the psychological basis of fear of crime. 
Concomitantly, agreed remedies to address distorted perceptions remain largely 
unclear and obfuscated (Pleysier et al., 2005). 
These “lacunae” originate from the largely outdated methodology utilised 
by researchers (Pleysier et al., 2005). The measurement invariance within the 
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field has been present for a number of years (Pleysier et al., 2005). According to 
Pleysier et al. (2005) the issue is only going to worsen without the emergence of 
a measure capable of measuring the complex phenomenon of fear of personal 
victimisation, whilst also addressing the lacunae that have plagued the research 
field. 
Accordingly, this thesis explored the nature of fear of personal victimisation 
(including consideration of incidence, intensity, and causation) in order to develop 
a new scale, which addressed the inadequacies of previous measures (van der 
Wurff et al., 1989). In order to achieve this, a literature review was undertaken, 
which identified predominant extant measures. This process also informed the 
development of the demographic section based on predictors of fear of personal 
victimisation, established from previous research within the literature (Dobbs et 
al., 2009; Frey & Stutzer, 2002; Michalos & Zumbo, 2000). 
This included the Social and Community Perceptions measure (van der 
Wurff et al., 1989), the Perceptions of Police Scale (Nadal & Davidoff, 2015), the 
Fear of Crime Scale created from crimes listed as commonly feared by the public 
in the National Crime Survey of England and Wales of 2016 (UK Office For 
National Statistics, 2016), and finally questions from a paper by Farrall et al. 
(2004), the full surveys generated for the purposes of this doctoral thesis are 
available in the appended records (pp. 232-304). 
The measures for this research were chosen, as they are some of the most 
established measures within the field of fear of personal victimisation. The 
measures for both social factors and demographics are presented alongside the 
crimes feared most in the surveyed population. This allows exploration of the 
factors affecting fear of personal victimisation as well as construct development 
in relation to determining which factors (demographic or social) will be most 
influential. 
Replication of these studies, as with any other is widely speaking a 
worthwhile endeavour (Lavrakas, 2008). Evolving and refining on any study 
allows for the models to be tested on a different population in which conditions 
could be different for participants, it is also an opportunity to determine to what 
level the findings of a study can be generalised (Mesko et al., 2004). For example, 
the Social and Community Perceptions Scale was used largely on a sample in 
Slovenia and the Netherlands so a similar result on a UK population would 
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indicate that the measures used are at least valid (Matell & Jacoby, 1971; Mesko 
et al., 2004). There were also issues with the scale’s reliability, meaning 
expanding the measure was necessary to expand the construct breadth 
(Morgado, Meireles, & Neves, 2018). This also allows for disambiguation 
between previous research and the current thesis. 
 
1.2 Definitions 
When looking into the area of “fearfulness” it is important to note that there are 
several classifications throughout the literature often leading to some confusion 
(Pleysier et al., 2005). Providing some sense of clarity in relation to the concept 
of “fear” has at times proven difficult with several aspects such as “worry” 
mentioned as potential contributors (Jackson & Gouseti, 2013). When relating to 
the specific concept of “fear of crime” Jackson et al. (2013) states that the 
immediate threat of “fear” can be related to the different set of emotions linked to 
an individual’s self-perceived likelihood of victimisation. This has helped to clarify 
the difference between the concepts of immediate threat “fear” and “worry” 
(Jackson et al., 2013). Jackson et al. (2013) asserts that immediate threat “fear” 
is the physical response, which is most often associated with the repetitive 
thought about “future uncertain harm”. From this suggested definition, the 
concept of “worry” can be distinguished; Jackson et al. (2013) suggest, “worry” 
as a low-level and more widespread emotion rather than a response to specific 
stimuli. 
Mesch (2000) states there is a correlation between a higher perceived 
likelihood of victimisation and fear of crime. Though there are other factors 
suggested as potential contributors, this strongly suggests that an increased 
perceived risk of personal victimisation will in turn led to a greater fear of crime 
(Ferraro, 1995; Mesch, 2000). Rountree and Land (1996) do point out that 
different predictors can also explain dimensions. Ferraro and LaGrange (1987) 
report in their work that there is currently no clear definition of fear of crime.  
As a result of this, three key concepts from the literature surrounding the 
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1.2.1 Classifications of “Fear of crime” 
The first of the three is “fear of crime”, which has led to the most confusion due 
to the number of sub-definitions present. Winkel (1998) reports it is how fearful 
someone is of crime in general without any specific crime in mind or any kind of 
thought towards their own personal well-being in relation to crime or fearfulness 
in general. Researchers suggest that there are two possible distinctions for the 
concept of “fear of crime”. One implies “fear of crime” is an emotional component 
suggesting that “fear of crime” consists of affective, cognitive and behavioural 
elements (Ferraro et al., 1987; Warr, 2000). The other is a wider multi-
dimensional view (Warr, 2000). 
In research conducted so far, there has been a consistent attempt to make 
a distinction between affective and cognitive dimensions due to a difference in 
the nature that characterises each dimension (Jackson et al., 2013; Jackson, 
Bradford, Hohl, & Farrall, 2009; Mesch, 2000).  
The affective aspect of fear of crime is the range of emotions associated 
with the possibility of victimisation (Warr, 2000). These are the general negative 
emotions associated with the potential of possible victimisation in an individual’s 
daily life (Warr, 2000). Warr (2000) postulates that there are two dimensions to 
this emotional response, the first is everyday moments of risk where an individual 
is likely to feel threated, the second is general anxiety about risk. 
Ferraro et al. (1987) offered a description of the cognitive dimension, stating 
it is an assessment of personal threat and the judgment made by an individual in 
relation to their likelihood of personal victimisation with no specific crime in mind. 
This could be an individual believing they will be the victim of crime due to their 
perceptions of self (Ferraro et al., 1987). Warr (2000) adds to this that the 
cognitive component is relating to an individual’s risk of victimisation as an 
estimate of how likely they perceive this victimisation to be. Warr (2000) simplifies 
this by stating the greater the cognitive component, the higher the self-perceived 
risk. Individuals who experience the cognitive component could theoretically 
experience it on behalf of a third party (i.e., one person can fear for the safety of 
a relative or loved one and deem them to be at risk of victimisation) (Warr, 2000). 
The behavioural dimension is the preventative measures that individuals 
will take in order to reduce their self-perceived risk of victimisation (Mesch, 2000). 
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This can involve changing a routine or avoiding a certain area an individual 
deems to be riskier (Mesch, 2000; Warr, 2000). 
Russo et al. (2010) report that a distinction is present between “abstract 
fear of crime” (the belief that crime will happen but not particularly to one’s self or 
to their belongings) and “concrete fear of crime” (a person’s belief that they or 
their possessions will become the victim of criminal activity). Abstract fear in 
relation to “fear of crime” is more of a fear of crime as a social issue (Furstenberg, 
1971, 1972). Concrete fear of crime is the anxiety based around one’s own safety 
or personal property (Levy & Guttman, 1982; Russo et al., 2010). 
 
1.2.2 “Fear of victimisation” and “fear of fear” 
The second concept is “fear of victimisation”, which is more of a measure of how 
likely an individual believes it is that they will become the victim of a crime at 
some point in their daily life. Winkel (1998) believes this is a relationship between 
specific crimes and fear rather than just crime in general and has several key 
demographic factors that can influence it. Winkel, Blaauw, Sheridan and Baldry 
(2003) found that a repeat of victimisation can create a lack of coping with the 
threat of crime in the future. Though there are parallels to cognitive “fear of crime” 
the distinction between the two is the cognitive element lacks specific stimuli and 
is a general fear of criminal activity (Ferraro et al., 1987). Fear of victimisation is 
a more multi-dimensional measure of the fear of becoming the victim of specific 
crimes and in different situations (Mesko et al., 2004). 
The third and final classification is “fear of fear”, which is often the most 
confusing of the three, as it is how fearful an individual is of fear itself (Saxbe, 
2005; Skogan, 1993). This can further break down into trait and state fear but is 
more a measure of how likely an individual is of being more generally fearful 
rather than relating fear to crime or their self-perceived risk of personal 
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1.2.3 Criticism of definitions 
Generally speaking, the confusion lies with an overlap between the definitions 
and their interchangeable use of the term “fear of crime” without specifying which 
of the aforementioned phenomena is specifically being targeted within the 
research (Pleysier et al., 2005). This lack of conceptual clarity leads to a 
confusion between the appropriate methodology to measure and understand the 
different levels of fear of criminal activity (Pleysier et al., 2005). 
This, combined with the sheer number of definitions outlines the issue 
within the research field as a whole. Though there is a significant amount of 
research that criminologists have conducted there is a lack of any widely 
accepted model or definitions in place (Pleysier et al., 2005). The methodology 
utilised has also been at times inappropriate for the type of fearfulness (such as 
attempting to measure fearfulness of child abduction using self-report measures). 
To eliminate these issues it is necessary for researchers to understand the 
different types of fearfulness and identify which they are attempting to measure 
(Pleysier et al., 2005). For this reason, this thesis develops a psychometrically 
robust self-report tool, which will advance theory and measurement of fear of 
personal victimisation. The reasoning behind the use of this type of fear was due 
to the nature of self-report measures and fear of personal victimisation being the 
only phenomenon that is experienced in response to specific crime stimuli and 
on a first person basis (Winkel et al., 2003). 
 
1.3 Context 
This thesis addressed gaps in the literature in order to develop a standardised 
measure of fear of personal victimisation that researchers can use in order to 
provide an accurate picture of any individual’s level of fearfulness that they will 
become the victim of a crime. Currently there is no measure present within the 
literature that fits these criteria in a way that has been tested psychometrically.  
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1.4 Rationale 
The current thesis used different measures from the literature in order to create 
a new tool that is useful when attempting to assess the level to which an individual 
suffers “fear of personal victimisation”, this has been done as other measures are 
inadequate and without the proper psychometric testing. This will also enable 
construct breadth to be established, concepts established within this thesis will 
allow for construct development to take place, particularly in relation to fear of 
victimisation and factors that can influence an individual experiencing this 
complex phenomenon. 
Several important studies motivated the current doctoral research: Farrall 
et al. (2004); Mesko et al. (2004); Pleysier et al. (2005); Prieto Curiel and Bishop 
(2017, 2018 & 2020); van der Wurff et al. (1989). Specifically, this thesis extends 
the research of van der Wurff et al. (1989) and Mesko et al. (2004) by constructing 
a comprehensive measure of factors which may create a fear of personal 
victimisation. Principally, this required refinement of factors extracted originally 
from the van der Wurff et al. (1989) paper. This entailed psychometric evaluation 
of the original measurement tool and refinement to improve reliability by 
increasing the construct breadth (by adding additional items). This also involved 
further assessing the predictability of subscales and examining relationships with 
demographic predictors. The intention being, to produce a coherent 
measurement tool capable to measure overall fear or personal victimisation, 
while maintaining individual facets act as discrete, standalone subscales 
(Criminalisable Space, Attractivity, Power and Evil Intent) (Mesko et al., 2004). 
Specifically, the aims overall were: 
1)  To review and assess the socio-demographic factors that can affect a 
fear of personal victimisation. 
2) To review the literature and assess the currently established measures 
within the field fear of crime and fear of personal victimisation. 
3) To refine, improve and establish an existing measure in order to assess 
an individual’s self-reported fearfulness of becoming the victim of a 
crime. 
4) To produce a robust, psychometrically validated self-measurement tool 
for fear of personal victimisation capable of assessing the factors both 
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socio-demographically and socially that affect the levels of an individual’s 
fearfulness. 
In fulfilling these aims the current thesis will address the lacunae that is 
currently in the literature. As previously mentioned, there have been multiple 
attempts to measure this fearfulness utilising different measurement tools with 
little statistical support for any claims made, such as van der Wurff et al. (1989). 
Although an attempt to measure fearfulness took place, there was no analysis in 
terms of the reliability of the scale, instead factors were “assumed” as having 
links to fearfulness. This has also stretched to only one crime (such as sexual 
assault) measured against one demographic factor (such as gender). One such 
example was Dobbs et al. (2009), which established that in a student population 
a female would be more fearful than a male of sexual assault. This approach 
does not consider any other of the demographic factors that could be having an 
impact on an individual perceiving their risk to be higher (such as age, ethnicity 
and other predictors). A further breakdown and discussion of the effect of these 
demographics on an individual’s level of fearfulness takes place in chapter two. 
 The issue with this approach is that, although it may prove that certain 
individuals perceive they may be at risk of a certain crime, it does not address 
whether there are any other crimes they might be afraid of, or if any other social 
factors may play a role in this level of fearfulness. 
 
1.5 Thesis outline 
The first section of this thesis is a general introduction. This will introduce; what 
a “fear of crime” is, establishing existing measures within the field and discussing 
their strengths and areas for improvement. This involves a review of the literature 
from online sources such as government statistics, as well as psychology and 
criminology journals. 
This leads onto a rationale of the model used for the purposes of this thesis. 
This section also discusses the method of data collection that will be utilised and 
mentions the benefits of scale development of this nature. There is a 
comprehensive review of the literature within the field of research attempting to 
target a fear of personal victimisation before the analysis itself takes place. In 
order to test the measure appropriately, this thesis has three phases and in order 
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to make sure the measure created works in conjunction with other measures 
within the field. 
The first phase will bring together past research in order to investigate and 
evaluate the nature of a fear of personal victimisation. This phase tested some 
demographics and sociological variables (van der Wurff et al., 1989) to determine 
their predictability of the crimes that were commonly feared when the public took 
part in the National Crime Survey of England and Wales (UK Office For National 
Statistics, 2016). Using a measure from Farrall et al. (2004), phase one also 
investigates frequency and intensity of fear of crime. 
The second phase focused on the Social and Community Perceptions 
Scale, which showed signs in phase one of being useful to predict fear of 
personal victimisation when placed into a hierarchical regression. However, the 
scale was not reliable enough and tested poorly for internal consistency. 
In order to improve the internal consistency and construct breadth, phase 
two increased the number of items on the Social and Community Perceptions 
Scale to 64 (including the original 8 items). PCA obtains the best substructure of 
subscales. Phase three repeats this process of item generation and removal in 
order to create a more reliable factor structure on all four of the subscales. Phase 
three also used confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to confirm the model 
generated was suitable. 
Following the conclusion section of phase three is a general discussion that 
summarises the findings of this thesis and the level to which it has met its overall 
aims. This will include limitations, future research considerations and the overall 
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Chapter 2: General introduction 
This section outlines the historical and conceptual background to the thesis and 
provides a rationale for the methodology used. 
 
2.1 Historical background 
“Fear of crime” is a well-researched discipline within the field of forensic 
psychology and international criminology (Britt, 2001; Smith, 1986; Smith, 1992; 
van Dijk, 1978). Countless studies have attempted to quantify demographic and 
social factors that can be associated with this phenomenon (Britt, 2001; Pantazis, 
2000; van der Wurff et al., 1989). The interest in this field of research is 
demonstrated by the number of studies that have been conducted within several 
cultures showing the concept to be a global issue (Baumer, 1978; Dammert & 
Malone, 2003; Mesko, Kury, & Areh, 2004; Williamson, Brown, Wathan, & 
Higgins, 2013). This field has been largely researched in the United Kingdom and 
the United States, where there has been plenty of crime surveys focused on 
investigating the level of fearfulness associated with crime (Farrall et al., 2004).  
The interest in fear of crime research has been continuous since the time 
of the first studies that investigated the phenomenon (Kury, Dormann, Richter, & 
Wurger, 1992; Tyler & Rasinski, 1984). The number of studies within this field of 
research has increased significantly since the late 1960s (Kury et al., 1992). A 
large amount of interest in the concept lies in the finding that more people have 
this fearfulness than will become actual victims at any point in their lives (Kury et 
al., 1992). 
Largely the focus of these studies has been quantitative research (Kury et 
al., 1992). In the United Kingdom, the British Crime Survey interviews 10,000 
residents of England and Wales on a bi-annual basis attempting to stay as up to 
date as possible with the public’s perceptions of their own self-perceived risk as 
well as their attitudes on policing and victimisation (UK Office For National 
Statistics, 2016). In 1989, Germany began research into the fear of crime 
phenomenon by conducting its first nationwide victim survey (Kury et al., 1992).  
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Interest in researching fear of crime began to emerge other parts of Europe 
in subsequent years (Mesko et al., 2004; Pavlovic, 1998). This interest was 
reflected in the release of the first two major crime and perceptions of 
victimisation surveys to the public took place in Slovenia in 1992 and 1997 
respectively (Pavlovic, 1998). Continuing the investigations into fear of crime in 
Europe was a study surrounding sexual victimisation and comparing the 
victimology of past victims in Germany and Slovenia (Mesko et al., 2004). Mesko 
et al. (2004) concluded that past victims were less fearful attributing the fear 
reduction to the perception that participants had experienced the worst that they 
perceived could happen. 
Prieto Curiel and Bishop (2018) state that several researchers have come 
to conclude that the effect of this fear of crime is now a bigger problem than the 
actual criminal activity itself (Denkers & Winkel, 1998; Hale, 1996; Warr, 1984, 
1987; Williams & Pate, 1987). This effect is present in the 1982 British Crime 
Survey of Scotland, where 58% of respondents had indicated that they had been 
concerned about becoming the victim of a crime, which was considerably higher 
than previous years (Williamson et al., 2013).  
Over the next fifteen years, surveys such as Kury et al. (1992) were carried 
out finding that fear of crime was higher in the eastern part of Germany than the 
west. Studies by Kury et al. (1992) suggested fear of crime could potentially be 
linked to the area in which participants live. The first representative nationwide 
survey focusing on the victimisation of women with more than 10,000 participants 
took place in 2004 finding that females were more fearful of violent crimes such 
as rape and sexual assault (Mueller & Schroettle, 2004). Though useful in terms 
of its sample size Mueller et al. (2004) was limited by its lack of male participants. 
This limitation leaves no way of comparing these figures to determine if being a 
male will decrease the fear of crime in participants (Mueller et al., 2004). It is, 
however, a generally accepted phenomenon within any research that the number 
of male participants will be lower than the expected number of females, so the 
limitations of this study may not be as significant as previously reported (Carifia 
et al., 2007). 
For the most part, the efforts of researchers within the field have been 
largely focused on sociological insights investigating variables such as gender 
(May, Vartanian, & Virgo, 2002; Mueller et al., 2004), age (Britt, 2001), income 
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level (Hale, 1996), amount of time spent living (or familiarity) in an area. These 
variables have all been the focus of studies relating to fear of crime with various 
levels of success (Mesko et al., 2004; van der Wurff, Stringer, & Timmer, 1986). 
Other researchers such as Mesko et al. (2004); van der Wurff et al. (1989) 
approached the topic focusing on social psychological factors such as the factors 
that may lead an individual to feel vulnerable (the evil intent of others or the space 
they occupy being unfamiliar). The theory states this approach should provide a 
more in-depth and multifaceted picture of the reasons behind an individual’s 
vulnerability and subsequently fear of becoming the victim of a crime (Mesko et 
al., 2004). A deeper understanding of the situations in which someone 
experiences a fearfulness enables a more in-depth comprehension of the 
causality of fear beyond the demographic factors (Mesko et al., 2004). This was 
done to explore fear of crime as a concept that would affect individuals based on 
scenarios rather than demographic factors previously researched within the field 
(Mesko et al., 2004). 
This approach produces scenarios (rather than merely demographics) in 
which an individual may be more fearful (unfamiliar area vs familiar area) and 
determining if there is a measured difference in fear response because of the 
negative stimuli (van der Wurff et al., 1989). This provides a more dynamic picture 
of the perception of fearfulness. While this is useful, it is important to note the 
lack of scenarios in this study pose an issue in terms of generalisability of 
assumptions made from results (Williamson et al., 2013). 
The researchers within the field have all approached the topic from different 
perspectives, using, for the most part, separate measures leading to a lack of a 
gold standard measure (Pleysier et al., 2005). This lack of measurement 
invariance has caused several lacunae within the fear of crime literature (Pleysier 
et al., 2005). 
 
2.2 Rationale of addressing the lacunae 
According to Pleysier et al. (2005) the lacunae created by the methodological 
inconsistencies surrounding the measurement and assessment “fear of crime” 
are well established. 
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In a South African study on victims of carjacking, James (2017) identified 
the importance of establishing causality of fear of victimisation due to the impact 
on the victims. Victims of crime were more likely to experience high levels of 
stress and suffered strong emotional reactions (James, 2017). This higher level 
of negative emotionality led to behaviour changes to limit the risk of re-
victimisation (James, 2017). Those who take such precautions limit their ability 
to go about their daily lives (James, 2017).  
This provided a useful insight into the reasoning behind addressing gaps in 
the fear of crime literature. As there was only one crime that was the sole focus 
of this study it is not possible to make generalisations to fear of crime generally 
(Pleysier et al., 2005; Tseloni, 2007). This study only allows the comparison that 
as carjacking is considered a violent crime (with James (2017) reporting that 81 
per cent of the 280 surveyed were treated in hospital), other crimes, particularly 
those with a similar violent nature, will have a similar effect. 
The issue also lies with the location of the survey. As James (2017) takes 
place in one country it is not possible to comment on other locations which will 
have a different social (and criminological) climate (Williamson et al., 2013). The 
impact of this specific phenomenon, according to James (2017) makes exploring 
a more general picture of fear of crime even more important to understand the 
complete affect fear of crime has. It would be reasonable to assume a similar 
effect will occur on a general population, especially when the fact that elderly 
members of a population who are fearful will exhibit similar behaviour altering to 
reduce their risk (Barbaret et al., 2004). 
In a paper that targeted the “undoing” of fear of crime Fanghanel (2014) 
addresses the geographies of gendered fear of crime and how females have a 
different experience of public spaces than males. Fanghanel also mentions the 
effect of “safe spaces” as fear reduction techniques. Fanghanel (2014) described 
the nature of the lacunae concerning the broad picture of fear of crime, stating 
that merely by existing they enable negotiation of an “affective expression” that 
would otherwise be described as “threatening”. Following the qualitative study, 
Fanghanel (2014) also provides insight into the nature of these lacunae, stating 
they are not benign and in being investigated can provide an insight into how 
crime is feared in the first place. Fanghanel (2014) suggests the lacunae also 
provide insight into the safekeeping behaviours individuals will attempt to 
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undertake to address them, and the harm they may have on other individuals and 
the “self” in public spaces.  
In a 2019 study, Krulichová found that in 23 countries across Europe risk 
perception was positively correlated with fear of crime, although the strength of 
the relationship differs from sample to sample. 
Measurement invariance is a concept in which there is a consensus 
between researchers that a certain measurement tool is utilisied in multiple 
studies to measure a construct Pleysier et al. (2005). This invariance enables 
researchers to conduct cross studies comparisons (Pleysier et al., 2005). The 
main lacunae within the literature surrounding fear of crime originate from a lack 
of measurement invariance. Pleysier et al. (2005) describe the measurement 
invariance as an “…absolute prerequisite for making valid comparisons of results 
or concepts…” (p. 2). To observe and understand fear of crime on a scientific 
level and under different conditions, the lack of a gold standard measurement 
tool must be addressed (Pleysier et al., 2005). In line with the overall aims of this 
thesis, the measurement tool created will be capable of addressing this lacunae 
in forming a scale capable of being utilised by multiple researchers to facilitate 
such cross-study comparisons.  
 
2.3 Introduction to measures within the literature 
There has been no shortage of investigating the phenomenon of “fear of crime” 
in the past (Tseloni, 2007). Within the literature is a plethora of research papers 
with a good amount of groundwork relating to demographic factors in several 
populations leading to an increased fearfulness (Braungart, Braungart, & Hoyer, 
1980). There are, however, issues with some of the key measures within (and 
linked to) the field (Hanslmaier et al., 2016; Mesko et al., 2004; Nadal et al., 
2015). A comprehensive review targeting key measures, their findings and 
limitations that are present in the field make up the remainder of this chapter. 
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2.4 The Multiplicative and Sensitivity models 
Warr and Stafford (1983) developed a model for fear of crime known as the 
Multiplicative model. Though not a standalone measure the approach was of note 
due to the attempt to address the nature of fear of crime rather than measure the 
impact of demographics on an individual’s perception of risk (Warr et al., 1983). 
To develop this, it was evidenced that the mean degree of fear evoked by crimes 
could be accurately predicted from two characteristics of the offence (Warr et al., 
1983). These characteristics were (1) the mean score for the perceived 
seriousness of the offence and (2) the mean perceived risk of the offence (Warr 
et al., 1983). These factors alone are not enough to elicit a high fear response, 
even a serious offence that causes bodily harm is unlikely to be feared unless it 
has been deemed as likely to happen (Warr et al., 1983). This means that for a 
crime to be feared, it must be deemed as serious and likely by the party who is 
fearful (Warr et al., 1983).  
Warr (1987) developed on this further by establishing the Sensitivity model 
for fear of crime. Under this model, fear is explained by perceived risk and 
sensitivity to risk for the offence in question (Warr, 1987). When experimenting 
on multiple variables (sex and age) the major determinant of sensitivity to risk 
was the perceived seriousness of the offence (Warr, 1987). This finding meant 
the models could be simplified and reduced to the same variables (Warr, 1987). 
High sensitivity to risk did not guarantee high fear if the perceived risk was low 
(Warr, 1987). Nor did high perceived risk lead to high fear when sensitivity to risk 
was low (Warr, 1987). This provides some insight into the nature of fear of 
personal victimisation, revealing that crimes must be feared and deemed likely in 
order to be feared (Warr et al., 1983; Warr, 1987).  
In essence this method of analysis can assist in stating that an individual 
will be fearful due to an increased perception of risk, but it does not identify the 
reasons behind this increased perception of risk (Mesko et al., 2004; Pleysier et 
al., 2005; Rountree, 1998; Warr, 1987). For instance, these models may be 
useful in specifying a crime that is feared but they do not enable individuals to 
identify in what scenario they would be fearful (Warr, 1987). Rountree (1998) 
states “fear” as having multiple dimensions. The approach by Warr (1987) 
explored the cognitive (risk perception) aspect of fear of crime but did not 
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distinguish the emotional nature of the affective component (being afraid) 
(Rountree, 1998). Rountree (1998) outlined that to comprehend the 
multidimensional concept of fear of crime these components must be 
differentiated both theoretically and empirically. 
 
2.5 Past victimisation and fearfulness 
One previously overlooked factor of being fearful of personal victimisation is 
being a past victim of crime Tseloni (2007). Tseloni (2007) states that there have 
been some qualitative results suggesting being a past victim of personal 
victimisation can more than double the odds ratio of having a fear of being a 
victim in the future. These odds change by different levels when different crimes 
are taken into consideration according to Tseloni (2007). 
Tseloni and Zarafonitou (2008) established that fear of crime is far more 
common than victimisation experience. The level of fearfulness can be explained 
less by past victimisation and more by complex social dynamics that can, and 
often do, involve victims of crime but also other social aspects (Tseloni et al., 
2008). These “social dynamics” include crime in conversation and opinions being 
shared between members of the public rather than previous first-hand experience 
with criminal activity. It is theorised by Tseloni et al. (2008) that these social 
dynamics are as likely to cause a fear of crime as previous victimisation 
experience. Ross and Rasool (2019) provide evidence for this theory in finding 
that anxiety was experienced by 62.1% of victims and in 65.1% of non-victims. 
Crime is, when speaking generally and relatively, a rare event that tends 
to be so highly concentrated that a person, particular street or business may be 
the victim of a much more consistent volume of crimes than others (Cozens & 
Sun, 2019). The suggestion that crime itself is rare and has the tendency to be 
highly concentrated suggests that fearfulness of personal victimisation tends to 
be significantly more common than the crimes that individuals fear (Ross et al., 
2019). Ross et al. (2019) report that fear of crime exists in both past victims and 
those who have not experienced personal victimisation.  
Prieto Curiel and Bishop (2017) introduced a model to explain an 
individual’s fear of crime. This model specifically considered whether a person 
suffered a crime within a 4-year time span (Prieto Curiel et al., 2017). The impact 
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on the individual of sharing their fear with others was investigated (Prieto Curiel 
et al., 2017). This model indicated that in certain specific situations fear of 
personal victimisation can be observed even when there is little or no crime, in 
these scenarios fearfulness has been suggested to be caused by a result of 
“shared opinions” rather than previous victimisation of crime (Prieto Curiel al., 
2017). 
A paper by Prieto Curiel et al. (2018) indicates that the probability of an 
individual suffering previous personal victimisation of crime should make them 
more fearful but that result indicated that this was not always the case. The self-
reported fear of personal victimisation does not mean an individual has previous 
experience as a victim of crime (Prieto Curiel et al., 2018). Individuals who were 
past victims would have a different perception of their likelihood of personal 
victimisation (Prieto Curiel et al., 2018). For this reason, the two should be treated 
separately (Prieto Curiel et al., 2018). This phenomenon is still true even though 
it is more likely for members of the public to have no previous victimisation 
experience (Prieto Curiel et al., 2018). 
 
2.6 Life satisfaction and fear of victimisation 
There has been a considerable amount of research into the idea of “life 
satisfaction” and factors that may increase or diminish the concept (Frey et al., 
2002). The aim of the research in this field was to isolate what conditions affect 
individual and social well-being and determine the extent of their impact (Frey, 
2008). Frey et al. (2002) suggest that the subjective context of “well-being” is not 
solely a personal issue but is strongly associated with and influenced by living 
conditions and the society that shapes them. Traits such as unrealistic levels of 
optimism and extraversion, self-esteem and genetic predisposition also impact 
this well-being (Frey, 2008). 
Certain demographic criteria will also play a role; these include economic 
and social standing (those who were married with a job were much happier where 
the unemployed were reported as having much lower life satisfaction than those 
who were employed) (Frey et al., 2002). 
The literature has also identified that crime has a relation to life satisfaction, 
although examination of this association is present within the literature to a lesser 
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degree than the previously mentioned areas (Baier et al., 2011; Michalos et al., 
2000). 
737 participants took part in a study in Canada that conducted a bivariate 
analysis that those who reported themselves to be previous victims of crime had 
a lower life satisfaction, quality of life and happiness (Michalos et al., 2000). The 
research revealed that an index of “crime-related worries” has a negative 
relationship with quality of life and life satisfaction (Michalos et al., 2000). 
Satisfaction with one’s personal safety and the safety of the participant’s safety 
in their neighbourhood was found to be in a positive relationship to all three 
indicators of global satisfaction (Brunton-Smith & Sturgis, 2011; Michalos et al., 
2000). 
Cohen (2008) attempted to analyse the effect of victim experience and 
neighbourhood safety of over 14,000 respondents using the United States 
General Social Survey. Cohen (2008) found through seven waves of surveys that 
individuals who rated their neighbourhood, as “unsafe” would report a 
significantly lower personal happiness score. Cohen (2008) and Chon and Wilson 
(2016) also found that personal victimisation concerning burglary also 
significantly lowered self-reported happiness scores. In stark contrast to these 
findings, a study using the European Social Survey, with responses from 25,915 
participants from 22 different countries found that there was a significant impact 
of “fear of crime” but that victimisation had no impact on self-reported happiness 
(Moore, 2006). Moore’s (2006) study used a standard situation in which an 
individual may be fearful of victimisation (walking alone in a familiar area after 
dark). 
Pedersen and Schmidt (2009) focused on the European Community 
Household Panel with a sample from Germany and other European countries 
and found a negative impact on the individual’s subjective well-being when the 
individual believed crime was a problem in their area. Powdthavee (2005) found 
that on a South African sample that experience with personal victimisation (at a 
household level) lowers household satisfaction. Powdthavee (2005) also found 
that the impact of personal victimisation is lower when the area has a high crime 
rate. A high crime rate shares a negative relationship with life satisfaction 
(Powdthavee, 2005).  
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The reduced impact suggested by Powdthavee (2005) is a result of reduced 
stigmatisation of crime in areas with this higher crime rate. This was also reported 
in Clark and Oswald (1996) and Clark (2003) where the personal well-being gap 
was lower between those who are employed and unemployed when the area had 
a reported lower level of employment overall.  
Researchers have frequently found that fear of crime was associated with 
personal distress (Gerlach & Stephan, 1996; Ross, 1993; Ross & Mirowsky, 
1999). In a sample of the elderly, lower levels of overall morale and lower levels 
of neighbourhood satisfaction were present (Britt, 2001). The impact of this lower 
life satisfaction is evident in Sorenson and Golding (1990) who found that in those 
who were victims of personal victimisation there were higher reported levels of 
both depression and a higher suicide rate, the latter was associated to incidents 
involving mugging. 
A study by Britt (2001) found that individuals who had previously been the 
victim of crime reported a lower level of perceived health and physical well-being. 
This negative association was only relevant to certain types of victimisation 
(specifically, property vs. violent crime) and the age of the individual (Britt, 2001; 
Ward, LaGory, & Sherman, 1986). 
Psychological symptoms associated with previous victimisation were 
analysed and it was discovered that those who had previous experience as a 
victim of a crime would be more distressed, be more likely to experience 
depression, have anxiety, somatisation, hostility and general fearfulness (Norris 
& Kaniasty, 1994). The longitudinal data collected for this 1994 study showed 
that someone who had previously been the victim of a crime was more distressed 
than an individual who had never been victimised even after 15 months (Norris 
et al., 1994). This study also found support that there was a decline in symptoms 
over time due to memory decay (Norris et al., 1994). 
This finding of the decline in symptoms of previous victims has been 
compared to research conducted into how individuals adapt and change over 
time to fit new situations they are put into (Frey et al., 2002). An example of this 
is when compared to how someone deals with the loss of a relative, there is 
psychological distress associated with such loss, but the impact of this distress 
diminishes over time (Oswald, 1997; Oswald & Powdthavee, 2008). A similar 
effect was seen in those who were victims of a crime, near the time of the incident 
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they reported a high level of psychological distress, but over time this did reduce 
(Norris et al., 1994). 
Based on (Hughes, Marshall, & Sherrill, 2003; Kanan & Pruitt, 2002) it can 
be expected that previous experience of crime would have a negative association 
with fear of personal victimisation, although it should be noted that if time has 
passed since the time of said victimisation that the individual may have recovered 
somewhat from their experiences. This may mean that literature that has not 
taken into account the previous extent to which an individual has been a victim 
of crime (as well as the amount of time since the negative experience) (Franklin, 
Franklin, & Fearn, 2008). This may have skewed results without any way of 
knowing what has caused the skew in these data (Franklin et al., 2008). The 
current study used the intensity measure from Farrall et al. (2004) in an attempt 
to overcome this by asking individuals if they have been fearful within the past 12 
months, how frequently they experienced this fear and how intense this fear was 
on the most recent occasion they experienced it. The study for phase one also 
specifically tells participants to not take part if they have been the victim of a 
traumatic crime (which is open to their individual interpretation of what a 
“traumatic crime” may be) in an attempt to overcome this potential skew in the 
dataset that is an oversight in much of the previous research. 
 
2.7 Vulnerability measures 
Vulnerability attempts to link together the sociological variables associated with 
a fear of personal victimisation (Bilsky et al., 1998; Killias, 1990). As theorised by 
Killias (1990), within the criminology field the reasoning behind an individual’s 
level of perceived risk is that they are more vulnerable than other members of the 
population. Although it is of note, this is largely theory-based work and there has 
been little research to determine what vulnerability is and what its effects are 
(Tseloni et al., 2008). A discussion of the concept of vulnerability concerning the 
sociological demographic variables that researchers suggest have an impact will 
follow.  
Killias (1990) suggested that there are key factors to explaining the fear 
response in individuals; exposure to non-negligible risk and a perceived loss of 
control. For fearfulness of personal victimisation, the response could be to be due 
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to the lack of a means of defence (some form of protective measure or the 
possibility to escape the stimuli; and the anticipation of serious consequences for 
actions taken, either by themselves or others) (Killias, 1990). Killias and Clerici 
(2000) took these key factors and integrated them into an analytical framework 
being sure to also account for the various physical, social and situational 
dimensions that may be associated. In these studies, Killias et al. (2000) noted 
that the three factors were necessary for a fear response but when separated 
and taken individually are not enough to prompt this reaction. Females, 
individuals with more ‘risky’ jobs (like the police and sex workers) and individuals 
residing in areas with a significantly higher crime rate can use the concept of 
“vulnerability” to explain the disproportionately high levels of fear experienced 
(Killias et al., 2000). The specification for this was also met when an area showed 
signs of disorder or a lack of civility (Killias et al., 2000; Wyant, 2008). 
This framework can explain the higher levels of fearfulness in females over 
males (Killias et al., 2000). This is due to them having a higher exposure to risks, 
such as the relationship with being a more likely victim of sexual assault or rape 
(Tseloni et al., 2008). The serious long-term nature of the psychological and 
physical harm associated with such crime is due to the perceived loss of control 
females have in these situations (Tseloni et al., 2008). 
Several studies including Killias et al. (2000) and Warr (1984) suggest that 
the reasoning behind the increased level of fearfulness in females is due to their 
greater level of vulnerability. Warr (1984) brought forward the argument that even 
with the same levels of perceived risk of victimisation as males, females are more 
prone to fear for their safety due to the belief that is commonly held that the 
consequences of crime are more serious for them.  
Studies have attempted to address the reasoning behind this self-perceived 
vulnerability that is present in females (Garofalo, 1979, 1981). Such papers have 
isolated social, physical, psychological and even some personality 
characteristics that could be a cause (Garofalo, 1979, 1981). For example, 
Garofalo (1979) described females as having more feelings of passivity and 
dependency, which has led to their fear of personal victimisation. There have 
been many feminist studies into the same area, and they have ascribed the 
fearfulness of crime in females relating to their self-perceived lack of alleged 
power in society (Garofalo, 1979, 1981). 
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Age is another variable associated with a “vulnerability” due to an 
individual’s perceived risk even when considering all the factors associated with 
risk management and reduction (Pantazis, 2000). It should be noted the level of 
fearfulness was seen most in elderly people who were living in circumstances of 
multiple deprivations (Pantazis, 2000). These individuals were seven times more 
likely to feel “unsafe” in comparison to elderly people who were living in less 
deprived conditions (Pantazis, 2000).  
The concept of vulnerability can explain why being from a lower income 
household may have an impact on an individuals’ self-reported risk of personal 
victimisation (Pantazis, 2000). Pantazis (2000) reported the impact of 
victimisation was more significant in the situation of burglary or robbery in these 
households. This was due to an inability to be able to afford to replace items of 
value when placed alongside the fact that crime is allegedly higher in the areas 
where they are likely to live (Pantazis, 2000). 
There is also often a necessity for those of a lower income to have to place 
themselves in what could be perceived as more “risky” situations, such as using 
public transport due to an inability to afford a car or taxi fares (Pantazis, 2000). 
The level of incivility in the areas the lower-income members of society live may 
also play a significant factor due to the lack of social networks often enjoyed by 
those in higher-income areas (Jackson, 2009). Hale (1996) made the argument 
that the lack of social and material resources may have made it more likely that 
individuals are less likely to be able to cope with the consequences of personal 
victimisation. At an individual level, they may live in a community that lack the 
contacts, organisational ability and political networking power available to a 
neighbourhood that is of higher social status (Hale, 1996). This may increase a 
lack of perceived control and for this reason; fearfulness of personal victimisation 
may increase (Hale, 1996).  
This theory should be taken with a note of caution as Pantazis (2000) 
offered the alternative viewpoint that although there have been studies to target 
social networks and social exclusion that these studies may be a little out of 
touch. The view that poorer members of society will be in some way less likely to 
cope with victimisation than richer members could be an error as it is theorised 
that they will rely on closer friends or families for support (Pantazis, 2000). Richer 
members of the population would tend to have a more varied social network 
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(Pantazis, 2000). This view offers an alternative that poorer people have a 
different, rather than an inferior, social network and they may feel they would be 
able to use this social network to cope with the event of them becoming the victim 
of a crime (Pantazis, 2000). This would mean that the literature suggested by 
Hale (1996) is incorrect in its assumptions. 
The notion of vulnerability is a useful basis when considering the 
experiences of individuals with a fear of personal victimisation (Stanko, 1995). 
This is due to certain sociological demographic variable groups (such as females, 
the elderly and those of a lower income) (Stanko, 1995). These groups, due to 
their economic situation, social standing, size, health may be characterised as 
being less in control and therefore more vulnerable (Pantazis, 2000).  
Some arguments state similarities are underlying in all of these groups. For 
example, in Stanko (1995) it was theorised that females fear of personal 
victimisation comes because they were located in a “gendered world” where their 
self-perceived risk was as a result of their fear of men. Pantazis (2000) brought 
forward the idea that the experiences of fearfulness concerning personal 
victimisation in the elderly could be attributed to them feeling somewhat socially 
isolated or de-skilled in comparison to others in their environment. Pantazis 
(2000) offers the theory that poor people may feel unsafe and therefore have a 
likelihood to perceive themselves to have a higher risk of personal victimisation 
due to other insecurities such as job loss and mortgage payments (which could 
result in their homes being repossessed). This would mean that the poorer 
members of society’s experiences connect to local, national and international 
processes (Pantazis, 2000). Using the threshold of 5,000 Great British pounds 
per annum as “poor” and over 30,000 as “rich” Pantazis (2000) tested the 
perceptions of several crimes. When testing to determine the difference in 
perception created by wealth Pantazis (2000) established that 57% of “poorer” 
people were fearful, where only 37% of “richer” people were fearful of becoming 
the victim of “mugging”. Pantazis (2000) also established the “poor” members of 
the sample were more likely to fear “rape”, “public insults” and “having their 
vehicle stolen”. 
Vulnerability was a latent part of the current thesis as the demographic 
variables associated have been targeted but were not the sole focus of creating 
the measure. Its importance is undeniable, however, as it would appear to be a 
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link between different sociological variables that have been targeted as having 
an ability to predict an individual’s likelihood to perceive themselves to be more 
at risk of becoming a victim of crime.  
 
2.8 The dimensions of personality and their link to fear of personal 
victimisation 
With the nature of fearfulness in general there are individuals who will be more 
likely to experience a general fear (or neuroticism) than others (Eysenck, 1998). 
It is reasonable to suggest there is a potential link to an individual with this 
neuroticism having a higher likelihood of possessing a fear of crime than they 
would typically experience given past experience, demographic information or 
the situation they find themselves in (Klama & Egan, 2011). 
The basic elements of personality have dimensions that are responsible for 
regulating behaviour, the stability of one’s actions, how emotionally one reacts to 
a given scenario and the cognitive style of an individual (Eysenck, 1990, 1998; 
Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985). The traits that makeup personality are the differences 
in the frequency and intensity that different emotional states are taken into 
account (Eysenck, 1998). Eysenck’s typology considers personality structure and 
has several dimensions; neuroticism, psychoticism and extraversion (Eysenck, 
1998). 
The Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (EPQ-R) was conceived to explore 
these personality traits and their relationship with other phenomena within the 
field of psychology (Eysenck, 1998). There have been many attempts to address 
the relationship between emotions and the effect they have on personality 
(Rusting & Larsen, 1997). This field of research has shown certain personality 
traits show a relationship with some categories of emotion (Weiting, 2009). 
One trait has been associated with a level of fearfulness, namely 
neuroticism (Klama et al., 2011). Neuroticism correlates strongly with self-
reported negative emotions (Klama et al., 2011; Watson & Clarke, 1984). 
Eysenck (1998) stated individuals with higher levels of neuroticism readily 
acquire fear-related associations, meaning they will be more likely to report 
negative emotions (such as fearfulness) than individuals without neuroticism. 
Although this suggestion is present throughout scientific literature, there is little 
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research attempting to establish the link between fear of crime and neuroticism 
(Klama et al., 2011). 
One study did attempt to explore the relationship between fear of crime and 
neuroticism and found that there was indeed a statistically significant positive 
correlation between neuroticism and fear of crime (r = .29) (Klama et al., 2011). 
Klama et al. (2011) found that neuroticism shares a positive correlation with the 
perceived risk of victimisation (r = .23). 
 
2.9 Emotions and fear of crime 
Emotion links to a fear of crime in the literature (Guedes et al., 2009). Stated as 
being a “complex concept that compromises neurophysiological, motor-
expressive, and phenomenological aspects” by Izard (1972) emotions are a state 
when a stimuli is followed by some form of momentary experience (p. 372). 
Lerner and Keltner (2001) report that instances of fear are also experienced as 
a trait when they are more long-lasting dispositions rather than a passing feeling. 
Emotions can also be associated with general responses that continue to persist 
over large time and throughout different contexts (Lerner et al., 2001). 
Scientific evidence collected in past research indicates that trait emotions 
(e.g., emotional intelligence) are associated with an individual experiencing the 
corresponding emotional states (e.g., fear) with greater intensity and more 
frequently (Klama et al., 2011). The research field also states there is a difference 
between fear and anxiety and that the two concepts need to be dealt with as such 
(Klama et al., 2011). The need for this distinction is due to confusion at the 
preconceived crossover between the two as they are both emotionally 
unpleasant states that are triggered by psychophysiological arousal (Pantazis, 
2000). The confusion of this crossover is made worse by the interchangeable use 
of terms in the literature (Pantazis, 2000). 
Ohman (2008) identifies “fear” as a response associated with threatening 
stimuli. Anxiety is more commonly associated with a situation the individual 
deems as threatening without necessarily having to actively deal or cope with the 
situation (Ohman, 2008). For the current thesis, the important classification is the 
difference between anxiety and a fear of personal victimisation due to the 
potential overlap between the two (Vitelli & Endler, 1993). There is some 
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similarity between the concepts according to Vitelli et al. (1993) who observed 
that there was a positive correlation between trait anxiety and fear of crime. 
However, this finding is up for dispute as Blobaum and Hunecke (2005) found 
that trait anxiety did not have any bearing on an individual’s level perceived 
personal danger when they were in an urban setting. 
The association between trait or dispositional fear and fear of personal 
victimisation is also an area for debate. Gabriel and Greve (2003) theorised a 
distinction for fear of personal victimisation, stating it was a state and a 
disposition. Gabriel et al. (2003) states that when an individual experiences fear 
of crime as a state it is transitory and will pass quickly with no lasting effects on 
the victim. When a person experiences a dispositional fear of personal 
victimisation, they will tend to perceive less harmful stimuli as a threat (Gabriel et 
al., 2003). Gabriel et al. (2003) propose that the members of a population who 
experience fear of personal victimisation as a disposition will be more likely to 
experience it as a state on a more frequent basis. The issue with Gabriel et al. 
(2003) is that, though the theory is in line with other information in the literature, 
it is without testing and is therefore not possible for these phenomena to be 
suggested as likely to be accurate, in any population because of this paper 
(Pleysier et al., 2005). 
From a more empirical approach, Chadee and Ng Ying (2013) proposed a 
study in which they aimed to understand whether general fear was a stronger 
predictor of fear of crime than the perceived risk of victimisation. Chadee et al. 
(2013) measured fear of crime using a four-item scale adapted from Ferraro 
(1995), general fear was measured using four items designed by the authors that 
examined the participants’ level of fear when presented several scenarios to 
scenarios not associated with criminal acts. These included scenarios such as 
income loss, a fire in their home not associated with arson or personal illness 
(Chadee et al., 2013). Chadee et al. (2013) found that general fear correlated 
positively with a “fear of crime” (r = .51). The researchers note that general fear 
was most influential when compared to the other predictors for a “fear of crime”. 
They determined that individuals surveyed might tend to respond fearfully to 
crime based on “a function of proximal emotional responses to other situations 
and environments” (Chadee et al., 2013).  
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The limitations of this research lie in the insufficient number of items used 
to assess a “fear of crime” (Chadee et al., 2013). It is also not made clear how it 
was made clear to participants the difference between a “fear of crime” and a fear 
of personal victimisation referred to here as “perceived risk of victimisation” 
(Chadee et al., 2013). When the two variables have been shown to an individual, 
it is important to make the distinction due to the terms often being confused in 
the literature. Asking them their general fear of crime that is not associated with 
them becoming the victim at any point is significantly different to asking their fear 
of becoming the victim of specific crimes, without a clear distinction this can be 
confusing to the participant (Chadee et al., 2013). It is also not clear how the 
perceived risk of victimisation is measured, or the results obtained when 
compared to general fear, only that general fear is a more appropriate predictor 
in this case (Chadee et al., 2013). It is of note that for the current doctoral thesis, 
this distinction would be clear by specifically asking participants for their personal 
experiences and their perceived risk of becoming a victim. 
The main issue with the research within this field is that although there is 
some consistency with the results obtained, the methods used to obtain them are 
without any standardised measures (Dobbs et al., 2009; Mesko et al., 2004). 
Leading to the “lacunae” previously described (Pleysier et al., 2005). Using a 
universal method would enable accurate conclusions and rule out any 
discrepancies in the results obtained (Tseloni et al., 2008). If a universal measure 
is used, then all participants would be answering the same question regardless 
of their location and experiences with crime, this would enable the causes and 
predictors of fearfulness to be more accurately identified across the research field 
(Williamson et al., 2013). The current study will bridge this lacuna. 
There are many ways in which individual differences in people’s patterns of 
feeling, behaving and thinking can be assessed and summarised using the Big 
Five Inventory (BFI) (Soto & John, 2017). The five traits are labelled as 
Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Negative Emotionality 
(alternatively labelled Neuroticism vs. Emotional Stability), and Open-
Mindedness (alternatively labelled Openness to Experience, Intellect, or 
Imagination) (Soto et al., 2017). For the last 25 years, the definitions and 
structure of these traits have been the focus of countless research papers and 
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studies, these studies range from exploring the causes, correlations and even 
the consequences of these personality traits (Soto et al., 2017). 
The original BFI was developed with three specific goals in mind. It focuses 
on the prototypical components of each of the five domains (Eysenck, 1987). The 
second specific goal was clarity, due to the need for elaborations and definitions. 
The prototype adjectives for the BFI were elaborated into short phrases for the 
BFI. It is also of note that most of the items on the BFI can break down into one 
of the following three basic structures (1) adjective, synonym (e.g., “Is outgoing, 
sociable”), (2) adjective, definition (e.g., “Is relaxed, handles stress well”), or (3) 
adjective in context (e.g., “Is a reliable worker”) (Soto et al., 2017). This version 
of the item was chosen to tackle two issues, first to retain simplicity and prevent 
items becoming too complex while achieving the second goal of eliminating the 
possibility of an alternate meaning for the item being derived from one of the 
adjectives chosen having multiple definitions (Soto et al., 2017). 
The third and final goal of the original BFI was efficiency (Soto et al., 2017). 
Though each BFI scale is long enough to be reliable and have sufficient coverage 
of each big five domain, it is still short enough at only 44 items to conserve time 
and prevent fatigue in the responding participants. At the time of its original 
creation, the BFI was shorter than most personality-based measures, which were 
typically hundreds of items in length (Soto et al., 2017). 
The issue with the BFI in the context of this study is that it was still deemed 
as too long to use for a divergent validity measure which would lead to response 
fatigue (Lavrakas, 2008). To overcome this an alternate version the BFI-2-xs 
must be considered (Soto et al., 2017). Created by Soto et al. (2017) the BFI-2-
xs attempts to achieve the three key goals of the original BFI (focus, clarity and 
brevity) while making a significantly shorter measure that is much less time-
consuming. Typically, the original BFI would take 5 to 10 minutes to complete the 
44 items, whereas it is reasonable to assume the BFI-2-xs takes a fraction of this 
time having only 15 items (Soto et al., 2017). 
 
2.10 Fear of crime and perception of the police 
In Nadal et al. (2015) an individual’s perception of police was how positive they 
believed the police were as a service. This perception was largely influenced by 
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the level to which they believed the police fulfilled their duties (Nadal et al., 2015). 
This perception was also based on whether participants believed the police were 
unfair and biased (Nadal et al., 2015). 
Several studies into the fearfulness of personal victimisation have 
concluded that a negative perception of the police can have an impact on the 
level of fearfulness observed (Scheider, Rowell, & Bezdikian, 2003). Those who 
had a more negative view of the police were more fearful than individuals who 
were more positive on the outlook of their local police force (Scheider et al., 
2003). This concept is because police are responsible for keeping the public safe 
from becoming the victims of a crime (Scheider et al., 2003). Specifically, in the 
legislation around the police’s duties, it states that officers have been afforded 
certain powers to protect the public and their property from harm (Scheider et al., 
2003). As it is the sole responsibility of the police to ensure they fulfil this duty, it 
is reasonable to assume that a lack of confidence in the police would breed a 
fearfulness of becoming a victim of the crimes associated with the police’s duties 
(Brown & Benedict, 2002; Scheider et al., 2003).  
For phase one of the current thesis, the Perceptions of Police Scale (POPS) 
constructed by Nadal et al. (2015) was utilised to measure the perceptions of the 
sample for this study. This is due to the scale demonstrating high reliability and 
validity when tested (Nadal et al., 2015). Perception of police has such a strong 
impact on the fear of personal victimisation that factors affecting the perception 
of police will similarly affect fear of victimisation. These predictors include 
demographic groups the police are said to have some form of “bias” against 
(Nadal et al., 2015).  
Demographic predictors include self-defined ethnicity, sexual orientation 
and living situation (Nadal et al., 2015). Though other demographic groups exhibit 
lower perceptions of police, there is literature stating another potential reason for 
their increased fear of personal victimisation other than a negative outlook of 
police (i.e., when surveyed females showed a more negative perception of police, 
but also to be afraid of certain crimes such as rape) (Nadal et al., 2015). 
The POPS that was generated tested very highly for reliability and validity, 
therefore it was used to establish the perception of police of those surveyed for 
this project. A more in-depth look at perceptions of police as a predictor of fear 
of crime follows in the next chapter (chapter 3). 
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2.11 Social and community perceptions 
The literature has attempted in the past to “bridge the gap” between the 
measures of “fear of crime” and the demographic categories previously 
mentioned (Mesko et al., 2004). A paper by Mesko et al. (2004) investigated the 
relationship between social-demographic and social-psychological models for 
fear of crime and stated that at the time of writing fear of crime was one of the 
most researched topics in criminology. Mesko et al. (2004) also stated that the 
research within the field of fear of crime had been largely focused on 
demographic variables and that in doing so these papers had ignored and 
overlooked the social psychological and physiological factors that “may be” 
important in examining and explaining the reasoning behind an individual’s 
fearfulness of crime. 
The social-psychological model chosen was originally proposed and tested 
by van der Wurff et al. (1989) using data collected in the Netherlands. This 
measure was created with the assumption that four social-psychological 
components within the field of social psychology exist. 
Based on definitions taken from Mesko et al. (2004) these four concepts 
form the basis of the measure were, these were:  
Attractivity: An individual sees themselves or their possessions as an attractive 
target for criminals or criminal activities to this level. This could involve, for 
example, an individual with the latest phone, which are socially desirable (Mesko 
et al., 2004).  
Evil Intent: The individual being surveyed attributes criminal intentions to one 
person or a group of people to this level. For example, if an individual were to 
view a group of youths as more dangerous than a group of adults, they would 
deem the first group to be more likely to commit crime than their older 
counterparts (Mesko et al., 2004). 
Power: Refers to the degree of self-assurance and feeling of control when faced 
with a scenario that others may deem riskier when they were presented with it. 
The original paper deems one’s self-reported measure of power is associated 
with a “good family relationship or optimistic temperament” but offers no evidence 
as to why this may be (Mesko et al., 2004). 
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Criminalisable Space: The only factor not linked to a person, but rather the 
location in which the crime would take place. Some places may lead one to be 
less fearful during the day but maybe deemed by the same individual as more 
dangerous at night (Mesko et al., 2004). 
 The full description of each of these subscales from Mesko et al. (2004) is 
available in the appended records (pp. 323). 
The data collected on a participant pool of 440 individuals revealed that this 
social-psychological model accounts for around 24% of the variance of the 
measured fear of crime of participants (van der Wurff et al., 1989). This was 
higher than the level of variance usually explained when the sociological 
variables are considered (Mesko et al., 2004). Farrall, Gray and Jackson (2007) 
replicated this study and found a similar result although it was reported that the 
results of this paper had a significant gender bias within the model they used and 
it was proposed that socio-demographic variables could be added to the model 
to increase its ability to predict the participant’s fear of personal victimisation. The 
issue with these studies is the lack of testing for reliability and internal consistency 
(Cortina, 1993). No scores are supplied or reported in any of these papers would 
lead the reader to believe they conducted such tests to assess this or the 
factorability of the scales.  
 The lack of appropriate psychometric evaluation of a measurement tool 
creates an issue in the practice of using the scale (Cortina, 1993). Many papers 
would appear to have taken it as a given that testing was conducted during the 
original paper, but with reading the first paper there has been little to no testing 
in terms of factor analysis, reliability or validity (Mesko et al., 2004). Instead the 
original measure simply “makes assumptions” that the factors listed will be 
predictors of fear of personal victimisation (Mesko et al., 2004). 
This, in collaboration with the fact that those using the scale have used four 
factors, without the necessary testing to determine in these were factorable for 
this scale leads to an issue with being able to determine whether or not this scale 
has performed appropriately and measuring the factors one would link to a fear 
of crime (Winkel et al., 2003). At present all that can be determined is the scale 
did influence the predictability of fearfulness in this instance (Tseloni, 2007). 
Therefore, determining its ability to predict fear of crime is useful for this study as 
it could assist in the attempt to bridge the gap between the demographics and 
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fear of crime (Tseloni, 2007). This would also assist in shedding some light on 
what a self-reported “vulnerability” may look like concerning this fearfulness, 
therefore testing this scale and generating more items is essential (Tseloni, 
2007). 
 
2.12 Limitations, summary and implications 
The main issue with the literature surrounding a fear of personal victimisation is 
the lack of consistency (Gerber, Hirtenlehner, & Jackson, 2010). Few of the 
papers mentioned have used the same measures to investigate fear of crime and 
therefore there is a difficulty in comparison of cross study results (Gerber et al., 
2010). Such comparisons become problematic with a lack of measurement 
invariance with Pleysier et al. (2005) describing it as an “absolute prerequisite” 
(p. 2). 
Many of the papers previously (such as the van der Wurff et al. (1989) 
measure of Social and Community Perceptions) mentioned are without any form 
of evaluation in terms of internal consistency, validity and reliability (Mesko et al., 
2004). The lack of establishing reliability and validity leaves difficulty in 
determining how the scale is performing (Cortina, 1993). This same scale has 
used subscales following PCA without determining whether this is appropriate 
with reliability analysis to determine the homogeneity between variables.  
Many of the papers also cite a supposed “vulnerability” as the reasoning 
behind one individual being more fearful than another (such as an older person 
being more vulnerable than a younger person in their own eyes, and therefore 
being more fearful of victimisation) (Pantazis, 2000). This vulnerability, however, 
is not defined or connected to any form of research attempting to bridge the gap 
between what makes someone feel vulnerable and which of the many crimes it 
would make them feel vulnerable to (Hale, 1996). Vulnerability is likely to be a 
much more complicated and multi-layered concept rather than just a single word 
that can be used to answer any question (Jackson, 2009). 
One benefit, however of the field is so rich with attempts to measure 
different potential contributing factors to a fear of personal victimisation is there 
is no shortage of demographics (Dobbs et al., 2009). With the current study, it is 
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the goal to create a measure that would bridge this gap and create a measure 
that would be used in future research related to measuring an individual’s fear of 
personal victimisation for any purpose (Williamson et al., 2013). This could be a 
general population study or a more specific area of research with a specific goal 
of analysing a specific population’s level of self-reported fear concerning any kind 
of known phenomenon (or one that is being investigated) within the field of 
psychology. 
It was also necessary to create a measure that lessened the impact of 
temporal instability (Pleysier et al., 2005). In doing so the measure generated 
could continue to operate within the real world, even with a constantly evolving 
social environment with only minor alterations (Pleysier et al., 2005). 
 
2.13 Rationale of phases 
Though many studies have been conducted within the field of “fear of crime” there 
is a distinct lack of harmonious direction between researchers within the field 
(Wynne, 2008). This includes measures such as van der Wurff et al. (1989) which 
are without the appropriate psychometric evaluation as well as many studies are 
entirely hypothetical with no statistical testing done to determine if the scale is 
performing appropriately (Mesko et al., 2004). 
There is also a distinct lack of any attempt to measure what crimes 
individuals are afraid of, with several studies attempting to focus on one particular 
crime (such as rape) but this makes results hard to generalise for the concept of 
fearfulness in general (Lane & Fisher, 2009). In the same way, one must assess 
the complete picture of a situation before making assumptions, the same can be 
said of a fear of personal victimisation. 
 
2.14 General methodology 
The methodology applied by this thesis sees a thorough review of the literature 
to determine the key socio-demographic predictors that have had an impact on 
fear of personal victimisation. This formed the basis of the demographics section 
presented to participants in order to explore the predictors that would be most 
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impactful for predicting a fear of personal victimisation. This investigation also 
examined the level to which each predictor was likely to impact fearfulness in 
order to assess the findings from the fear of personal victimisation research field. 
 Selected before phase one, key measures assess the sociological 
variables that literature states are influential in predicting fearfulness (Mesko et 
al., 2004). This included the Social and Community Perceptions Scale (van der 
Wurff et al., 1989). PCA and reliability analysis conducted enabled an 
assessment of the psychometric properties of the scale in its 8-item iteration. This 
allowed for a further assessment of the scale to determine which subscales 
required expansion of their construct breadth (Morgado et al., 2018). 
This stage enabled the generation of new items depending on whether the 
scale performs poorly in terms of its predictability (Block, 1988). Items were 
generated to fit the subscales that were present as part of the original research, 
this enabled further testing to determine whether items could remain at later 
stages of this thesis. 
These newly generated items make up the next questionnaire, which was 
sent to respondents once again, the dataset collected enabled a further PCA to 
establish which items needed to remain, and which needed eliminating (Morgado 
et al., 2018). This step reduces these data to a smaller set of variables capable 
of summarising what the scale is attempting to measure. This method of data 
reduction allows a cleaner substructure with items that remain to have the 
greatest correlations with one another and hypothetically being the best fit for the 
subscale and what it is trying to measure (Morgado et al., 2018). This allowed 
the scale to have greater predictability of fear of crime and in turn create a better-
rounded measure than the original that is present in the literature (Morgado et 
al., 2018). 
The methodology of questionnaires used to collect data in a study of this 
nature is a well-utilised method with many benefits (Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 
2000). A large amount of data is generated in a relatively short period, meaning 
a larger sample size is available for analysis to be conducted (Fraley et al., 2000). 
The larger this sample size, the greater the generalisability of the study (Fraley 
et al., 2000). The current thesis also has the benefit of being a general population 
sample (Block, 1988). This is unlike previous studies; meaning discoveries of any 
relationships between variables are more generalisable to a general population 
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than if a target population were to used (i.e., students only as used previously in 
the field in studies such as Lane et al. (2009)) (Holmes & Rahe, 1967; Lane et 
al., 2009). 
The questions are also standardised, meaning all respondents have the 
same experience with the process of collecting data, each respondent sees the 
same questions in the same order meaning the study is easy to replicate and 
check for reliability (Fraley et al., 2000). 
For phase one, several measures from the literature and a demographic 
section were used to create a survey. These measures included a general 
demographics section, the “Social and Community Perceptions Scale” taken from 
van der Wurff et al. (1989) the “Perceptions of Police Scale” from Nadal et al. 
(2015), the “Fear of Crime Scale” created from crimes selected from a list 
commonly feared crimes in the National Crime Survey of England and Wales 
(2016) and finally three questions from Farrall et al. (2004) relating to intensity 
and frequency of fear. Copies of all of measures in their original format are 
available in the appended records (pp. 324-327). 
These measures were chosen for testing to determine if, when used 
together, they can identify which members of the population had a higher self-
perceived risk of personal victimisation. Utilising these measures and suggested 
demographic factors that the literature suggested increased the perceived risk of 
personal victimisation an investigation was conducted. There is a discussion of 
the breakdown of these measures in the following chapter. 
The replication of these studies, as with the replication of any other is, 
widely speaking, a worthwhile endeavour (Mesko et al., 2004). Replication of any 
study allows for the models to be tested on a different population in which 
conditions could be different for participants. It is also an opportunity to determine 
to what level the findings of a study can be generalised (Mesko et al., 2004). For 
example, the Social and Community Perceptions Scale was used largely on a 
sample in Slovenia and the Netherlands so a similar result on a UK population 
would indicate that the measures used are at least valid (Mesko et al., 2004). 
 Included below is a flow chart documenting the overall methodology 
utilised during each phase of this thesis in order to complete its aims and to 
improve upon the Social and Community Perceptions Scale (van der Wurff et al., 
1989) and to complete the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale, at each stage 
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ensuring there was sufficient expansion of the item breadth of subscales while 
not impacting the conceptual clarity of subscales. The scale was also routinely 
tested in terms of its ability to predict fearfulness of crime utilising offences taken 
from the National Crime Survey of England and Wales (2016). 
 
Figure 1. A flow chart of the overall methodology applied by this thesis to improve 
upon the Social and Community Perceptions Scale in line with the aims of this 
thesis. 
 
 A thorough breakdown of the aims of each phase is included in the 
following chapters including flowcharts of how the aims were completed on both 
a psychometric and correlational level. These aims were generated to ensure the 
scale was improving in terms of its reliability, validity, item breadth and 
predictability of fear of personal victimisation, whilst not impacting the conceptual 
clarity of the subscales from the subscale definitions provided by Mesko et al. 
(2004). A breakdown of the methodology used to generate items for item pools 
is provided in the methodology of phase two and phase three. 
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Chapter 3: Key predictors of fear of personal victimisation 
Predictors of “fear of victimisation” are well researched within the literature. They 
have been tested on several populations. A summary of the key predictors from 
the literature and findings related to them is presented in the following chapter. 
 
3.1 Crime and its social implications 
Crime is a complex phenomenon with what some would describe as unusual or 
unexpected social behaviours, which the average person would find difficult to 
understand and even more difficult to control or quantify (D’Orsonga & Perc, 
2015). One example of crime being difficult to understand is when taking into 
account prison sentences (D’Orsonga et al., 2015). A reasonable individual 
would assume that enforcing a longer prison sentence, increasing fines or 
generally making punishments less lenient would lead to fewer crimes being 
committed, but according to D’Orsonga et al. (2015) this is not the case. 
The very nature of crime being so unpredictable, as well as the implications 
for its victims, can lead individuals to become fearful of crime without previous 
experience of victimisation (D’Orsonga et al., 2015). In attempts to understand 
the nature of crime mathematical models of crime have been created, for 
instance, the mathematical model for the spatial concentration of crime was used 
to attempt to form the basis for an explanation as to why criminals target certain 
areas more than others (D’Orsonga et al., 2015). Another model indicates that 
areas in which a criminal is more likely to commit a crime, they have a much 
lower probability of arrest and so the criminal feels more comfortable committing 
more crimes as they feel they will not be caught or punished (Xu, Fiedler, & 
Flaming, 2005). A model by Zhao, Scheider and Thurman (2002) attempted to 
address the importance of a police presence at the scene of a potential riot before 
they reach the stage that control is lost. Zhao et al. (2002) also found a similar 
effect of a police presence reducing fear and increasing satisfaction of the public 
overall. 
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3.2 Fear of personal victimisation 
For this thesis, it was the second classification, “fear of personal victimisation” 
that has been investigated. Specifically, this is the self-reported level to which an 
individual believes they will be at risk of becoming the victim of criminal activity 
(Mesch, 2000). This was chosen to address the lacunae in the literature 
appropriately. Many studies have investigated the impact of one crime in one 
scenario (such as rape on a student sample) (Lane et al., 2009). This approach 
does not take into account the volume of factors that have an impact on self-
perceived risk (Lane et al., 2009). 
When considering the area of personal victimisation, it is important to note 
that factors associated with the physical characteristics (or the demographic 
categories to which they belong) are “predictors” (Lane et al., 2009).  
 
3.3 Gender 
When considering a binary concept of gender, multiple studies have determined 
gender as the most effective predictor for this measure of self-perceived risk (May 
et al., 2002; Rountree et al., 1996; Sacco, 1990; Schafer, Huebner, & Bynumber, 
2006). The reason behind this is arguably due to the increased self-perceived 
vulnerability of females over males in the event of a male attacker (Lane et al., 
2009). A study into the fear of victimisation of students on a given campus 
indicated that participants who were female were far more fearful than males and 
that the most commonly feared crime was rape and sexual assault (Alvi, 
Schwartz, DeKeseredy, & Maume, 2001; Cobbina, Miller, & Brunson, 2008; 
Dobbs et al., 2009; Knapen & Lochtenberg, 1978). Females on the campus were 
afraid of being the victim of some form of sexual assault from a male attacker, 
which confirmed ideas from the literature around fearfulness of personal 
victimisation (Dobbs et al., 2009).  
The issues behind the studies listing “gender” as a predictor are that they 
would all appear to go into detail about individual’s gender playing a role in their 
fearfulness with little attempt to address any other predictors (Cobbina et al., 
2008; Dobbs et al., 2009). This does not give a framework that is useful in 
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creating a full picture of fear of personal victimisation but does give an idea of 
how gender could potentially influence this thesis. 
 
3.4  Age 
How old a participant is an area of debate, though some find it to be a predictor 
of fear of personal victimisation, some studies have found evidence for the 
contrary (Fattah & Sacco, 1989; Jaycox, 1978; Joseph, 1997; Kennedy & 
Silverman, 1985; Mesch, 2000; Ward et al., 1986). The thought behind age being 
a predictor of fear of victimisation is that those who are older would be more 
vulnerable than an attacker who would usually be younger according to Warr et 
al. (1983).  
The reason that this demographic has run into issues in terms of being able 
to be put into use as a predictor of fear of victimisation is due to older members 
of the population being among the more likely to take steps to remove themselves 
from situations in which they would be vulnerable (Jackson, 2009). Kasperson et 
al. (1988) identified this as a common practice of risk management for individuals 
who perceive themselves to be in more immediate danger from threatening 
stimuli. For this reason, some studies into fear of victimisation found that younger 
members of the sampled population were found to be more fearful (Barbaret et 
al., 2004). This is not because they were more vulnerable but because they put 
themselves into more “risky” situations (i.e., they went out at night) (Barbaret et 
al., 2004; Braungart et al., 1980; Kennedy et al., 1985).  
Skogan and Maxfield (1981) suggested that routine crime prevention tactics 
belong to two different categories; avoidance and risk management. The 
perceived risk of victimisation decreases when an individual removes themselves 
from perceived dangerous stimuli and therefore a potentially threatening situation 
(Jaycox, 1978; Joseph, 1997; Skogan et al., 1981). The theory behind this is in 
avoiding this situation (or location) the individual experiencing the fear will make 
himself or herself a less suitable target for victimisation (Ward et al., 1986). 
There has been little to no work is done to assess the effect of these 
techniques on fear levels (Scott, 2003). It was however theorised by Scott (2003) 
that this would lower a fear of personal victimisation in individuals who feel less 
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safe and therefore they would be more generally fearful, though this has not been 
confirmed empirically. 
Skogan found when examining three different populations that older 
members of the sample were more worried and fearful of an assault on their 
person rather than property offences but are “less bothered by other things” 
(crimes) than young adults (Skogan, 1978, p. 2). This again could be due to the 
older members of the population removing themselves from situations, which 
they perceive to be more dangerous (Barbaret et al., 2004). The same paper by 
Skogan (1978) states that the elderly members of a population are no more likely 
to be fearful than individuals within the same population who are younger 
concerning crimes such as burglary. 
With the more personal attacks associated with fear of personal 
victimisation, Skogan (1978) identifies the elderly as “no longer being in the less 
concerned column” and feared becoming the victim of crimes such as robbery 
and street crimes (p. 3). Skogan (1978) also reports that the elderly members of 
society’s higher fear of personal victimisation will come independently from other 
social concerns. Skogan (1978) states they are fearful of becoming the victim of 
crime as they are typically described as among the most trusting members of 
society, which is often perceived as a characteristic that criminals will use to pick 
their target. 
It is worth noting that the findings in Skogan’s (1978) paper could benefit 
from re-examination within a modern society. For this reason, although they 
support trends seen in recent articles, the findings should not be the basis of any 
argument in the current literature merely to provide historical context for the 
sociological demographic of age and its history as a predictor of fear of personal 
victimisation. In an extensive review of the literature, Ferraro (1995) discovered 
the relationship between fear of personal victimisation and age was ‘curvilinear’ 
meaning that the oldest and youngest (especially in female) members of the 
population were more likely to be fearful of personal victimisation. 
 
3.5 Living situation 
The living arrangements (whether the area in which a participant lived was 
deemed to be higher in social standing) of those surveyed in several studies were 
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found to have an impact on the level of fearfulness experienced by those 
surveyed (Barbaret et al., 2004). In this case, not only crime rates but also the 
environments that the participants found themselves in would have an impact on 
the level of fear they experienced (Grabosky, 1995; van der Wurff & Stringer, 
1988). This could be associated with the level of degradation of their 
environment, (people were more fearful in less aesthetically pleasing areas such 
as those with more litter or graffiti) (Burby & Rohe, 1989; Fowler, 2002). “Signal 
crimes” such as these have often been used to communicate a breakdown in 
social order and thus increase a self-perceived risk of personal victimisation 
(Innes, 2004).  
In a study into the students living on a university campus, it was discovered 
that women feared crimes such as rape, sexual assault or stalking more regularly 
(Barbaret et al., 2004; Fisher & Sloan, 2003; Kirchhoff & Kirchhoff, 1984). 
Whereas in an area more generally populated by students (where criminals are 
known to prey on those deemed more ‘vulnerable’), the theft of a motorised 
vehicle was a large contributor to fear of personal victimisation (Barbaret et al., 
2004).  
There have been noticeably fewer studies examining the relationship 
between fear of personal victimisation and being from a lower-income 
background, especially when compared to factors such as gender and age 
(Stanko, 1995). The evidence available does suggest that those who have a 
lower income are far more fearful than the rest (Jackson, 2009). Those in 
“multiply deprived” (someone below the average income) households were found 
to be nearly three times as likely to be uncomfortable in their neighbourhood 
when compared to those in a “comfortable” (those at, or above the average 
income) household (Pantazis, 2000). 
Whether the theories regarding a less “well-kept” area increasing fear of 
crime are correct or not, the perception surrounding them and linking factors such 
as an area having graffiti to criminal activity taking place could make an individual 
more fearful as a result (Fowler, 2002). The work that has been done in this area 
enables a clearer picture to be established as a result of this current thesis that 
addresses both the issue of the living conditions and the demographic predictors 
and determines which have more impact on an individual’s fearfulness (Fowler, 
2002). 
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Lavrakas (1982) explored the differences between living in an urban and 
suburban neighbourhood. The finding was a difference in fear levels for those 
living in a city and individuals in suburban areas (Lavrakas, 1982). A hierarchical 
regression found that ‘’sets of” predictors associated with the area where 
participants lived accounted for more than 25% of the variance related to 
fearfulness (Lavrakas, 1982).  
Ceccato (2020) found that when lighting or CCTV is in place there was a 
significant reduction in the level of fearfulness reported. Between 1968 and 2019, 
72% of individuals from 37 quantitative studies showed a positive impact (fear 
reduction) as a result of lighting (Ceccato, 2020). A review of 22 quantitative 
studies from the same period revealed that CCTV was found to have a positive 
impact (either a reduction in fear of victimisation or positive impact on risk 
perception) on 67% of individuals (Ceccato, 2020). 
 
3.6 “Self-defined ethnicity” 
The ethnicity of an individual is the group of a common heritage an individual 
believes they belong to (such as white and black) (Leiber, Nalla, & Farnsworth, 
1998; Lumb, 1996). These groups have an impact on both fearfulness and 
perception of police (Leiber et al., 1998; Lumb, 1996). The specific effect ethnicity 
will have on fear of personal victimisation has been found in many past studies 
into the area of the perceptions of the public regarding the police (Leiber et al., 
1998). It has been found that the ethnic group to which an individual defines 
themselves as being a member of can make them more positively or negatively 
biased towards the police (Scheider et al., 2003). For example, anyone who 
belongs to the demographic ‘white’ would tend to be more positive towards the 
police where those who are ‘not white’ (anything other than Caucasian) are more 
likely to have a negative bias in relation to their perception of the police (Scheider 
et al., 2003).  
When investigating an area such as the risk of personal victimisation it is 
important to take this potential factor into account when attempting to draw any 
conclusions of what factors can make individuals more fearful and to specific 
crimes (Torres & Vogel, 2001). The impact of ethnicity and fear of personal 
victimisation is due to those from ‘minorities’ being less confident the police will 
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fulfil their duties (Torres et al., 2001). Therefore, the ramifications of crimes they 
suffer will be greatly magnified due to a lower perceived likelihood of justice 
(Pantazis, 2000). 
Those in ‘minority’ groups are also more likely to be below the average level 
of income and live in areas that would be deemed as ‘rougher’ (Grabosky, 1995; 
Hinkle & Weisburd, 2008). The effect of these demographics on a fear of personal 
victimisation is described in chapters 3.5 and 3.8 of this doctoral thesis. 
 
3.7 Sexual orientation  
“Sexual orientation” can mean many things but for this thesis, it will be to 
determine the difference between those who identify as “straight” and those who 
determine themselves to be anything other than “straight”. 
Nadal et al. (2015) found that members of the LGBT community were also 
more negative towards the police in a similar way to those of different self-defined 
ethnic groups. A study into fear of victimisation and police perceptions it was 
found that members of the LGBT community were also more fearful of personal 
victimisation in general than those who identified as ‘heterosexual’ (Wilcox, 
Jordan, & Pritchard, 2007).  
Wilcox et al. (2007) report these results indicate that fear of personal 
victimisation was heavily influenced by the sexuality and ethnicity of an individual 
due to the large impact police perception is likely to have on an individual’s self-
perceived risk of personal victimisation. Nadal et al. (2015) study was conducted 
solely on a sample in the United States of America, so drawing conclusions that 
would be relevant to individuals in a different population may skew these data 
due to the hostile climate between the police and the US population at the time 
this survey was conducted. 
With the impact a perception of police has on fear of personal victimisation 
it would be reasonable to investigate the impact of sexual orientation on the level 
of fearfulness reported (Nadal et al., 2015). 
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3.8 Income 
Grabosky (1995) states that individuals who come from a household with a lower 
annual income are more likely to be fearful than if they came from a household 
with a higher income. This difference in fearfulness comes from a result of those 
with less financial freedom not being able to afford the best security systems to 
protect themselves and their properties (Grabosky, 1995). The paper goes on to 
state that those from higher-income households tend to associate less with 
individuals from lower-income homes (who also tend to be a greater risk of 
becoming offenders) (Grabosky, 1995).  
There was also a theorised association with the areas of housing people 
from different classes can afford, members of the working class are often unable 
to afford the luxury of living in a perceived “well-off” area and are often forced to 
live in the same areas where those who are more at risk of becoming offenders 
would live (Hinkle et al., 2008). Even if this theory is false, the perception is 
enough to make an individual fearful of becoming a victim when living in what is 
perceived as a “rough” area (Hinkle et al., 2008; Ross et al., 1999). Continuing 
with the theory of security systems, it was also theorised as being more likely that 
a “rich” neighbourhood would have a more up to date security system (Grabosky, 
1995).  
 
3.9 Familiarity of surroundings  
Grabosky (1995) found that when an individual’s environment changes 
significantly and frequently (such as a significant number of new neighbours in a 
short space of time) then that individual would report a higher level of personal 
risk. This change can harm those in the neighbourhood even if there is no 
reported change in criminal activity (Grabosky, 1995). There is a ‘peace of mind’ 
associated with a stable and predictable social setting which can be interrupted 
by any sudden changes (Grabosky, 1995).  
For this example, the term ‘familiarity with surroundings’ could be 
misleading as the familiarity can come from having lived in a certain area for an 
extended time, or situations being similar for a lengthy period (for example living 
next to the same neighbour for years) (Ross et al., 1999). 
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In a 2020 qualitative paper, Maier and DePrince found that when asking a 
student population about their habits that those who felt comfortable would be 
less likely to change the behaviours than those who felt uncomfortable. The only 
fear prevention method that worked in this population was the perception of 
lighting on campus, which reduced fearfulness (Maier et al., 2020). 
 
3.10 Mental health 
Stafford, Chandola and Marmot (2007) established mental health as having a link 
to fear of victimisation, this link is well established according to the paper. Though 
a link to the highly publicised notion of vulnerability (Perloff, 1983) this was not 
without its limitations. The measurement tool would need to be altered 
significantly to incorporate this concept (Stafford et al., 2007). The term “mental 
health” also has a wide description and is a rather broad-brush statement that 
can be used as an umbrella term for a great number of different conditions 
(Stafford et al., 2007). Staffford et al. (2007) indicate that the more extreme 
mental health conditions are only experienced by a small percentage of the 
population. This could potentially still have a bias that would impact the results 
and the effectiveness of the measurement tool created (Hagan, 2006; Hathaway 
& McKinley, 1943; Stafford et al., 2007). 
 
3.11 Victimisation experience 
Quann and Hung (2002) established a link between those with victimisation 
experience and fear of further personal victimisation. Though not surprising this 
link between being a previous victim of crime can cause a great deal of anxiety 
for those who take part in a survey (Quann et al., 2002). This experience with 
crime alters the perspective of the individual suffering to a great degree from what 
it would usually be (Quann et al., 2002). This can either be a positive change (the 
worst has happened so there is nothing to fear) or negative change (it has 
happened once what would stop a second occurrence?) (Quann et al., 2002). 
 This change in perception would create a bias according to Quann et al. 
(2002). It is advised to avoid such biases when creating a more general 
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measurement tool (Heggestad, Rogelberg, Goh, & Oswald, 2015; Oswald, 1997; 
Saris & Strokhorst, 1984). The more general perceptions such as a female being 
more afraid (Schafer et al., 2006) would be altered and as such it is common to 
practise to not allow those with previous victimisation experience to take part in 
a project in which a measurement tool is being tested (Gale & Coupe, 2005; 
Gaquin, 1978; Moore, 2006). 
 
3.12 Police perception 
A paper by Nadal et al. (2015) created a measurement tool designed to test the 
perceptions of police of a given population. This was not the first research into 
the field as a link between confidence in police and “fear of crime” has long been 
established (Hinkle et al., 2008; Reisig & Parks, 2004; Robinson, Lawton, Taylor, 
& Perkins, 2003). 
The concept involves a symbiotic relationship where both parties (the public 
and the police) either suffer or assist one another (Reisig et al., 2004). Reisig et 
al. (2004) describe the relationship of “policing by consent” whereby the public 
enhances the police presence by being their “eyes and ears”. If an individual feels 
the police will complete their duties and protect the public, they will be more likely 
to report a crime (Reisig et al., 2004). This, in turn, enables the police to 
investigate and protect the public from harm, helping both the police and the 
individual who reported the crime (Reisig et al., 2004). This interaction increases 
the public’s confidence in the police and thus makes them feel safer (Reisig et 
al., 2004). 
However, the same would be true in the inverse of the previously described 
relationship (Nadal et al., 2015). If an individual does not feel confident in the 
police, they will fail to report the crime due to a lack of confidence the police will 
rectify the situation (Nadal et al., 2015). This, in turn, creates a negative 
relationship as the police are unable to be in all places, they will miss crimes and 
therefore the public will lose confidence in the police (Reisig et al., 2004; Skogan, 
2009). 
The relationship with fear of crime is present for both of the aforementioned 
scenarios if an individual has confidence in their police force’s ability to protect 
them they are less likely to be fearful of a crime (Hinkle et al., 2008; Liska, 
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Lawrence, & Sanchirico, 1982; Oswald, 1997; Scarborough, Like-Haislip, Novak, 
Lucas, & Alarid, 2010). Though if an individual possesses less confidence in their 
police force’s ability to protect them, they are more likely to be fearful of crime 
(Møller, 2005; Nadal et al., 2015).  
Hinkle et al. (2008) indicate there are strong links between the perception 
of police and the quality of the surroundings with graffiti and other such acts of 
criminal damage. Sampson and Raudenbush (2004) highlight the effect of this 
‘seeing disorder’ where broken windows and other such visible damage make 
individuals more likely to have a negative perception of a neighbourhood. This 
link can make individuals think of the police as not protecting their property from 
damage in line with their duties, thus decreasing the positive public perception of 
police and increasing fear of personal victimisation (Sampson, Raudenbush, & 
Earls, 1997; Scarborough et al., 2010). 
A negative perception of police can also turn youths to crime with less 
respect for authority and a diminished expectation of repercussion for their 
criminal activities (Bursik Jr. & Grasmick, 1993; Shaw & McKay, 1942; van Dijk, 
1978; Will & McGrath, 1995). 
 
3.13 Other developments 
A 2020 paper by Prieto Curiel, Cresci, Muntean and Bishop found that there was 
a bias towards violent crime on social media. This, however, could not be used 
to predict the trend of crime and was not highly correlated (Prieto Curiel et al., 
2020). Prieto Curiel et al. (2020) states that social media is not useful in detecting 
crime, but rather in predicting the crime individuals will fear the most (such as 
sexual and violent crimes). 
Exposure to various types of media is described by Callanan (2012) as an 
“important” predictor of fear of victimisation, but only when other demographic 
variables are taken into consideration. Consuming local media impacted an 
individual’s fear of victimisation significantly when compared to false news 
accounts (Callanan, 2012). 
Though these developments are useful facets of fearfulness, without a gold 
standard measure there would be a continued lack of measurement coherence 
which would further contribute to the present lacunae this thesis is attempting to 
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address and undo (Pleysier et al., 2005). These facets of fearfulness should be 
measured once a gold standard measurement tool is in place to prevent 
measurement variance (Pleysier et al., 2005). 
 
3.14 Summary of key predictors 
To summarise the key predictors would, at this point, be problematic due to the 
widespread measurement variance leading to issues with formulating any 
conclusions between demographic predictors (Pleysier et al., 2005). 
 From a thorough review of the literature the only key feature that could be 
established was whether the demographic predictors of fear of crime would be 
worthy of inclusion in the demographic section for this doctoral thesis (Pleysier 
et al., 2005). In order to establish the demographics that should be included 
alongside the final Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale, phase one’s 
investigation included a wide range of demographics in an attempt to address 
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Chapter 4: Exploring the nature of fear of personal victimisation 
4.1 Phase one – Exploring the nature of fear of personal victimisation 
using principal component analysis (PCA)  
4.1.1 Introduction and background to phase one 
Phase one of this doctoral thesis investigated the nature of fear of personal 
victimisation in order to determine the factors most significantly impacting 
participants’ level of fearfulness. In order to accomplish this, several measures 
from the field of fear of personal victimisation were used to create a survey. 
This thesis investigated some established scales that had some form of 
sound reasoning behind their creation. This was an iterative process seeking to 
test the studies on a general population, which involved a series of 
questionnaires (Williamson et al., 2013). 
Following data collection, the scales underwent statistical testing for their 
psychometric properties that the scales selected had been missing in the past, 
with Mesko et al. (2004) stating the subscales were simply ‘assumed’ to be 
predictors of fear of personal victimisation. The testing of the psychometric 
properties of the subscales is necessary to determine if the hierarchical 
regression analysis utilised in many of the studies is appropriate (Cortina, 1993). 
Therefore, reliability analysis was conducted on the data collected to establish 
whether the subscales were providing an appropriately robust and reliable model 
(Cortina, 1993). This stage also enables an assessment to be made as to 
whether factorability analysis is appropriate (Cortina, 1993).  
The next stage involved PCA, which was utilised to determine the 
underlying factor structure of the Social and Community Perceptions Scale, as 
well as the Fear of Crime Scale. When placed into any type of PCA it is important 
to note the size of the dataset must be above 200 (Fraley et al., 2000).  
Testing the predictability of these scales (for predicting a fear of personal 
victimisation) is also important at this stage (Morgado et al., 2018). If they were 
unable to predict the phenomenon when they were designed to do just that, then 
something is wrong with the scale and must be altered to better meet the original 
aim of this thesis. Multiple hierarchical regression was selected as the method of 
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analysis to assess the predictability of fear of personal victimisation scores 
(Mesko et al., 2004). This method was conducted not only to maintain 
consistency with papers that have utilised the Social and Community Perceptions 
Scale (Mesko et al., 2004; van der Wurff et al., 1989) but also to allow for the 
demographic predictors to be added in stages to determine the level to which 
they contribute to the predictability of fear of personal victimisation.  
 
4.2 Methodology and research design 
4.2.1  Methodology 
For phase one of this study, questionnaires obtained the most amount of 
information possible from the largest number of people. This method enabled 
assumptions of the general population from the results obtained.  
For the Social and Community Perceptions Scale, an assumption by van 
der Wurff et al. (1989) indicated that the four socio-psychological traits were 
present within the scale. Including these subscales ensured consistency with the 
original paper. Phase one utilises original subscales from the van der Wurff et al. 
(1989) paper to investigate the level to which they can predict fear of personal 
victimisation. To accomplish this, phase one employed hierarchical regression as 
a means of predicting scores from the Fear of Crime Scale (and its subscales) 
as the criterion variables. This method maintains similarity and consistency with 
the original study and the methods applied by both van der Wurff et al. (1989) 
and Mesko et al. (2004). 
 
4.2.2  Research design 
For phase one a correlational design was utilised.  
Predictor variables; 
The predictor variables included the demographics, such as; the age, 
gender, sexuality, self-defined ethnicity, household composition and whether 
those surveyed live alone or with other people. The second set of predictor 
variables were the four subscales taken from the Social and Community 
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Perceptions Scale (van der Wurff et al., 1989). These are; the “Power”, “Evil 
Intent”, “Attractivity” and “Criminalisable Space” subscales. 
Criterion variables; 
The criterion variables included the three subscales taken from the Fear 
of Crime Scale. These are the “Violence”, “Damage to Personal Property” and 
“Fraud” subscales. 
 
4.2.3  Participants 
For phase one of this thesis, 338 participants completed the questionnaire. Ages 
ranged from 18-75 years with a mean (M) of 30.60 and standard deviation (SD) 
of 13.51; 71.0% (240) were female and 29% (98) were male. Female ages 
ranged from 18-74 years, M = 29.91, SD = 13.17; Male ages ranged from 18-75 
years, M = 32.29, SD = 14.24. 
Snowball sampling was utilised as the method of recruitment. This involved 
sharing the questionnaire using social media as a medium to facilitate data 
collection. The inclusion criteria of this study included; being a resident of the UK, 
to not be a past victim of traumatic crime and to be over the age of 18. Inclusion 
criteria were clear to potential responders throughout the advertisement process. 
Participants outside of this criteria who elected to respond had their entries 
deleted. Exclusion criteria of this phase of the research were to not meet the 
inclusion criteria, meaning they were below the age of 18, a past victim of 
traumatic or not a resident of the UK at the time of completion. 
 
4.2.4 Measures 
The study breaks down into five sections, a demographic section that enabled a 
clear picture of the participant in terms of all the suggested significant predictors 
in the literature while protecting their anonymity.  
 
4.2.5  Perceptions of Police Scale 
Section two was the Perceptions of Police Scale (POPS) taken from a paper by 
Nadal et al. (2015) conducted on an American sample. Perception of police was 
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another suggested predictor for fearfulness of victimisation and provided the best 
picture possible of an individual’s perceived perception of the police. The POPS 
consisted of twelve positively worded statements e.g., “I like the police”. 
Rated on a Likert scale (1-5), the POPS enabled participants to identify 
the levels to which they agree with the statements from 1, which indicated 
individuals “strongly disagree” to 5 representing “strongly agree”. The minimum 
score of 12 indicated an extremely negative perception. The maximum score of 
60 indicated a very positive perception of the police. 
 This scale has undergone testing for its psychometric properties where it 
showed validity, internal consistency and reliability (Nadal et al., 2015). In their 
2015 paper, Nadal et al. (2015) found that on a population of 162 individuals the 
POPS scored highly for internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha of .94. As 
well as this, the subscales had Cronbach’s alpha scores of .93 for the 9 items 
associated with General Perceptions and .88 for the 3 items associated with 
Perceptions of Bias (Nadal et al., 2015). Cortina (1993) indicates these scores 
are over the threshold for an excellent level of internal consistency. 
 
4.2.6  Social and Community Perceptions Scale 
The third section was Social and Community Perceptions Scale, developed by 
van der Wurff, van Staalduinen and Stringer (1989). The scale measures the 
level of discomfort in specific instances that may lead them to feel vulnerable. It  
also attempted to establish the social habits (such as how likely an individual is 
to get into a row or trust a stranger) of those surveyed. The design of this scale 
was an attempt to bridge the gap between fear of personal victimisation and the 
demographics that reported themselves as more fearful. 
Presenting those surveyed with several statements such as “I think that 
people are jealous of me “,” I generally stay clear of rows/arguments” and “I 
generally trust strangers” measures participants’ social habits. Participants then 
rated how strongly they agree with each of these statements which used a Likert 
scale (1-5). Ranging from 1, labelled “strongly disagree” to 5 indicating that an 
individual selected “strongly agree”. The lowest score on the Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale was 8 with the highest score being 40. The full 
version of this scale is available in the appendices (pp. 324). 
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The issue with this scale is subscales that emerge do not test very highly 
for reliability or validity. For this thesis, they will need to undergo alterations (some 
addition or removal of items depending on the composition of the subscales from 
the data collected for this study). 
Using the four subscales Mesko et al. (2004) found evidence that this scale 
could shed new light on reasons behind fearfulness and underlying causes 
(whether it be a person, group of people, place, situation or time of day that made 
them more fearful). There was no expectation for the 8-item structure to perform 
at an appropriate level in terms of internal consistency. Improvements to the 
scale occur at a later stage by expanding the construct breadth of the subscales 
with item generation during the second phase of this thesis. At phase one, 
however, due to a lack of items on each subscale (2 for each in the original study) 
reliability was an issue. 
 
4.2.7  Fear of Crime Scale 
The penultimate section was the Fear of Crime Scale. Adapted associated 
statistics from the National Crime Survey of England and Wales of 2016 (UK 
Office for National Statistics, 2016) it features 12 commonly feared crimes within 
the sampled population. This method established 12 feared crimes where an 
individual could see themselves “at-risk” of becoming a victim. This approach is 
commonplace within criminology as seen in Williamson et al. (2013). The crimes 
specifically were “my house being broken into”, “When parked in an area I am 
unfamiliar with, my car/vehicle being broken into”, “When in an area I am 
unfamiliar with, someone mugging me”, “When in an area I am familiar, with 
someone mugging me”, “Sexual assault”, “Interpersonal assault (Actual bodily 
harm or Grievous bodily harm)”, “Murder”, “Terrorism”, “Conventional Fraud e.g., 
credit card scams)”, “Arson”, “Damage to property e.g., personal vehicle” and 
“Online Fraud e.g., online bank Fraud, phishing”. 
 First person crimes have form the items for this scale due to the nature of 
fear of personal victimisation (which third parties do not experience). Due to its 
coverage in the media over recent years, the inclusion of terrorism is necessary 
(Haner, Sloan, Cullen, Kulig, & Lero Jonson, 2019). 
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This scale presented participants with each of these crimes and asked to 
rate how fearful they were of becoming a victim of each crime. The rating takes 
place using a Likert scale (1-5) with 1 labelled as “strongly non-fearful” and 5 as 
“Strongly fearful”. 
The minimum score for this scale was 12, (which would mean the individual 
in question was not at all fearful of personal victimisation in relation to the crimes 
mentioned). The maximum score was 60 (indicating the individual was extremely 
fearful of becoming the victim of the crimes mentioned). 
The literature suggested the most feared crimes to be more physical crimes. 
Those who perceive themselves as “vulnerable” or less able to defend 
themselves (which the literature define as females being more afraid of rape and 
elders being more afraid of assault) are the most fearful of these crimes. The full 
Fear of Crime Scale generated for this study is available in the appended records 
(pp. 245). 
 
4.2.8  Frequency and Intensity of Fearfulness Scale 
The fifth and final section was a question taken from Farrall et al. (2004), which 
was comprised of three questions designed to measure the intensity of an 
individual’s fear of crime within the last 12 months (as previously stated 
symptoms associated with previous victimisation tend to disperse after 15).  
 The first question asked; “In the past year have you felt fearful about the 
possibility of becoming a victim of crime” where participants answer; “Yes”, “No” 
or “Do not remember”. If the participant answered “Yes” the survey continued to 
two final questions. If they answered “No” or “Do not remember” the survey 
ended. 
When answering “Yes” the participant indulged the questions “If you 
answered ‘yes’ to the previous question (Question 1) how frequently have you 
felt this way in the past year?” to which they were required to answer and option 
ranging from “1 occasion” to “More than 10 occasions”. The second question of 
this section asked “If you answered ‘yes’ to question 1, on the last occasion how 
fearful did you feel?” where participants could rate how fearful they were using 
five answers that used a more simple version of a Likert scale for scoring. 1 
indicated they were “Not very fearful”, 2 indicated they chose “A little bit fearful”, 
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3 indicated they were “Quite fearful”, 4 meant they were “Very fearful” with 0 
(which was recoded to remove anyone with an experience that was less intense 
causing anomalous results) meaning they chose “Cannot remember”. 
This use of items from this study enables a more in-depth picture of any 
individual’s fear of personal victimisation rather than potentially missing out on 
key information. It enabled confirmation of the sample’s likelihood to be fearful in 
relation to any of the given crimes and social scenarios, which can, in turn, make 
it easier to confirm what predictors are stronger than others when it comes to 
predicting an individual’s self-perceived risk of personal victimisation.  
 
4.2.9 Procedure 
The participants responded to an initial advertisement via social media, which 
invited them to take part in the study if they met the required demographic 
inclusion criteria. 
Clicking on the link took participants to an information and consent sheet 
which provided them with instructions stating what they would need to do if they 
wished to consent to the study as well as how to withdraw if they wished to do 
so. This sheet also informed them there would be instructions on each page, 
which would let them know how to answer the questions on each page. The 
complete survey presented to participants including this information sheet is 
available in the appendices (pp. 232-246). 
The data collection for phase one started in March of 2018 and concluded 
in April of 2018. Before analysis took place, the remaining participants who did 
not meet the inclusion criteria for phase one had their answers manually deleted. 
Following this conducting reliability and factorability analysis followed by 
PCA investigated the relationships of demographics and fear of personal 
victimisation. This enabled hierarchical regression analysis to investigate the 
predictability of fear of personal victimisation scores. Due to a low representation 
of certain demographics, dummy coding was utilised to enable more meaningful 
comparisons within the data. This is in line with suggestions from the literature of 
the nature of fearfulness (Nadal et al., 2015). A breakdown of this coding takes 
place in section (4.3.3). 
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4.2.10  Ethics and limitations 
This study obtained full University ethical approval. As a part of the MMU PhD 
process completion of the “RD1” was necessary. Within this form was the 
information relating to the (at the time) potential study. This included the proposal 
for the project as a whole with the basic ideas and a small review of the literature 
surrounding the subject matter of “fear of personal victimisation”, information 
regarding these data and details of the method of data collection as well as 
several forms that would allow ethical approval to be given to collect data in the 
method that was outlined in the RD1. 
After this the project was considered by the Research Degree Committee, 
then sent to a more experienced member of academic staff. The research 
committee considers the report then recommends approval if appropriate, 
allowing the head of the research centre (RISHC) to confirm ethical clearance.  
The method used for the purposes of this doctoral study was entirely 
questionnaire based, which is routine, thus additional scrutiny was not required. 
 
MMU ethics, governance and procedures can be accessed by the links 
below:  
 










Participants were allowed to create a unique username so they could 
withdraw while maintaining their anonymity. It was clear to participants that there 
were no negative repercussions for withdrawing from the study at any time. No 
participants elected to remove themselves from the study at this stage. 
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Phase one’s data revealed some individuals had not read the brief at the 
start of the survey as there were certain inconsistencies with age, which on 
several entries was lower than the minimum required age of 18 for this study. 
Removal of these entries involved manual deletion. 
 
4.2.11  Data analysis 
Phase one utilised ANOVA as an appropriate method of analysis for these data 
as it determined if the demographic predictors were influencing participants fear 
of personal victimisation.  
Hierarchical regression, regression and multinomial regression 
investigated the relationships between the variables. The predictor variables that 
form the basis of these regressions were based on PCA outputs and provide an 
easy to read and easily accessible method of determining which of the predictors 
have an impact on the fearfulness of personal victimisation. 
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4.3 Results 
The analysis conducted for phase one consisted of several steps and can be 
described as follows; first, there were some descriptive statistics. Following 
this, there was a breakdown of the demographic variables in terms of 
frequency and how they were dummy coded. This was followed by reliability 
and factorability analysis for the necessary variables and their subscales. 
ANOVA was conducted to determine whether the socio-demographic factors 
suggested within the literature behave in the way they reportedly should 
concerning fear of personal victimisation. Finally, the criterion variables (total 
score and subscale scores of the Fear of Crime Scale) were assessed via four 
hierarchical regressions to examine the degree to which the predictor 
variables (demographics and Social and Community Perceptions Scale 
subscales) explain the likelihood an individual will have a higher self-perceived 
risk of personal victimisation. 
 
4.3.1 Aims of phase one analysis 
Phase one’s analysis can be broken down into two threads of central analyses. 
The first is to test the psychometric property of the scales. The second is to 
assess the ability of the scales and demographics to predict a fear of personal 
victimisation using a correlational design. The aims of phase one’s analysis 
are outlined as follows; 
1) To assess the psychometric properties of the measurement tools 
utilised and determine underlying factor structures. 
2) To assess the predictability of the demographic and sociological 
predictors to determine their impact on a fear of personal 
victimisation. 
The analysis was separated into these two aims in order to provide clarity 
throughout the results section. 
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4.3.2  Descriptive statistics 
Below is a table of basic descriptive statistics of key demographics in order 
to establish what the mean scores for phase one indicate. 
 
Table 1. Key demographics from phase one (N = 338). 
 
 
A score of ten for Attractivity, Power, Evil Intent or Criminalisable Space 
would be a maximum score, indicating that the individual agreed completely 
with every item on the subscale. 
The mean values indicate that the subscales are around the midpoint of 
the scale (although all above the median value), with the highest being 
Criminalisable Space, indicating items on this subscale are more feared than 
the other subscales. 
A maximum score of twenty-five on the Violence, Damage to Personal 
Property or a maximum score of ten on the Fraud subscale would indicate the 
individual was strongly fearful of every crime associated with that subscale. A 
minimum score of five or two respectively would indicate they were not at all 
fearful of any crimes associated. The scores indicate that all subscales scored 
above their median value (meaning all were more feared than not feared). Of 
the subscales, the Damage to Personal Property subscale is the most feared 
for this dataset. 
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4.3.3  Summary of dummy coding 
Dummy coding on participants of this study (n = 338) has been utilised to allow 
for the most significant comparisons. In relation to gender, the participants 
consisted of (n = 240) females and (n = 98) males so did not require such 
coding.  
Age for this data set had the median value of 24. To investigate the 
effect of being older or younger participants the categories (n = 177) 18-24 
and (n = 161) 25 and older were utilised for dummy coding1. 
In relation to ethnicity, (n = 239) identified as “white”, (n = 32) as “black”, 
(n = 23) as “Asian”, (n = 27) as having a “mixed ethnic background”, (n = 3) 
indicated they would “prefer not to say” and (n = 14) participants indicated they 
were something “other” than what was listed. Due to the literature such as the 
suggestion by Scheider et al. (2003) that minorities would have a greater level 
of “fearfulness”, separation of self-defined ethnicity occurred, resulting in 
categories of “White” (n = 239) and “Not white” (n = 99) using dummy coding. 
Sexual preference breaks down into the following numbers; 
Heterosexual (n = 259), Homosexual (n = 30), Bisexual (n = 41) and Prefer 
not to say (n = 8). As the literature surrounding fearfulness suggested that 
those who were “straight” would be less fearful of personal victimisation these 
data dummy code to form a more significant ratio in order to enable 
consideration of more meaningful differences (Nadal et al., 2015). The 
breakdown into the new dummy coding changed the dataset to “Straight” (n = 
259) and “Not Straight” (n = 79). 
For household composition (number of people the participant was living 
with); 0 (n = 27), 1 (n = 54), 2 (n = 103), 3 (n = 70), 4 (n = 45), 5 (n = 20), 6 (n 
 
1 Though the median age was low dichotomised variables were utilised in 
order to maintain consistency with the suggestions from research which 
states a bi polar approach (old/young) will be impact fear of personal 
victimisation regardless of the difference between ages (Jackson, 2009). 
Placing variables into ‘bins’ could also be used, however as this is an 
exploratory analysis it would be more impactful to determine the difference in 
older vs younger participants as described in literature rather than dilute the 
effect down using “bins” (Jackson, 2009).There is also no definition for what 
constitutes someone as “older” or “younger” within the literature, it is merely 
the fact that participants are “older” that is used to represent those who 
perceive themselves as vulnerable (Jackson, 2009). 
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= 11) and more than 6 (n = 8). Using dummy coding to enable a more 
meaningful ratio, this changed into Individuals living alone (n = 27) and 
Individuals living with people (n = 311). 
When asked to indulge the question relating to the type of house 
participants lived in (n = 67) indicated they were in a “terraced” house, (n = 
69)in a “semi-detached” property, (n = 80) in a “detached” property, (n = 11) in 
a “cottage”, (n = 13) in a “bungalow” and (n = 105)in a “flat/apartment”. The 
dummy coding for “Type of accommodation” broken down into Individuals 
living in a house (n = 236) and Individuals living in a flat (n = 102). 
The dummy coding for time participants had lived in their current area 
changed into the more meaningful ratio “Less than five years in current area” 
(n = 171) and “More than five years in the current area” (n = 167). 
 
4.3.4 Aim one 
The first aim of this phase of research was focused on the psychometric 
properties of the scales utilised. As several already had their properties 
assumed, the analysis was primarily used in an exploratory manner (Mesko et 
al., 2004). This aim was accomplished utilising PCA to test for the underlying 
substructure of scales. 
4.3.5  Factorability and reliability 
When considering the Social and Community Perceptions Scale reliability 
analysis revealed a Cronbach’s Alpha score of .43 suggesting a low reliability 
(Cortina, 1993). This is arguably due to too few items assessing different 
aspects of several constructs, meaning the reach of the items was too broad 
and lacks depth (Morgado et al., 2018).  
In order to maintain consistency with the original study the original 
subscales suggested would form the basis for the analysis of these data rather 
than the solution suggested by PCA. 
 To assess the underlying substructure of the Fear of Crime Scale, the 
analysis utilised PCA with a Varimax rotation with Kaiser Normalisation. 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s measure of sampling adequacy resulted in a value of .87 
(which is significantly above the commonly recommended .50), and Bartlett’s 
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test of Sphericity was significant χ2 of 1680.77 (df = 66, p < .001) so the sample 
is suitable for PCA due to possessing equal variances. 
Initial eigenvalues indicated that the first three factors accounted for 
43.53%, 10.37% and 9.09% of the variance respectively. The first three 
eigenvalues were noticeably larger than the rest and accumulatively 
accounted for 62.99% of variance, an acceptable threshold according to Hair, 
Black, Babin and Anderson (2010). This led to the selection of the three factor 
solution. The other factors accounted for a negligible amount of variance in 
comparison and had eigenvalues of significantly less than the 0.95 of the third 
factor, meaning it is likely remaining factors will have a negative reliability. PCA 
established the subscales of the Fear of Crime Scale as; “Violence” (5 items), 
“Damage to Personal Property” (5 items) and “Fraud” (2 items).  
The crimes belonging to the “Violence” subscale were; murder, 
interpersonal assault, arson, sexual assault and terrorism. When tested for 
internal consistency this subscale revealed a Cronbach’s alpha .83, indicating 
a good level of reliability and internal consistency (Cortina, 1993). 
For the “Damage to Personal Property” subscale, crimes included; 
mugging (familiar areas), mugging (unfamiliar areas), car being broken into, 
home invasion, and Damage to Personal Property. Internal consistency 
analysis revealed a Cronbach’s alpha of .80, which is an acceptable internal 
consistency and reliability result (Cortina, 1993). 
For the “Fraud” subscale, the crimes were; online fraud and 
conventional fraud. This scale revealed a Cronbach’s alpha of .71, which is an 
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Table 2. PCA for the Fear of Crime Scale showing the breakdown of the 
structure of the subscales. 
 
 
4.3.1 Aim two 
The second aim for phase one’s analysis was based around the correlational 
design of the overall thesis and attempted to determine the variables that have 
the most significant impact on a fear of personal victimisation. First, several 
ANOVAs were utilised in order to assess the demographic variables with the 
biggest differences in their mean scores, in order to assess which was having 
the largest impact on fearfulness. 
 Following this step, multiple hierarchical regression was used to test for 
the predictability of the demographic variables and the four subscales of the 
Social and Community Perceptions Scale suggested by Mesko et al. (2004) 
on a fear of personal victimisation. 
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The regression analysis is summarised in the following diagram
 
Figure 1. Diagram summarising the regression utilised in phase one to test for 
the factors impacting fear of personal victimisation  
4.3.2 ANOVA of individual differences 
In order to assess differences in the mean scores for demographics analysis 
included several one-way ANOVAs. Data met necessary assumptions for 
ANOVA in a sample of this size (data meets the assumption of homogeneity 
of variance) (Laerd Statistics, 2018). 
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The mean scores for gender showed a significant difference on the 
overall fear of crime scores and the Violence subscale. These scores indicate 
that females scored higher for fearfulness indicating they are more fearful of 
crime overall. These scores also indicate that females are more fearful of 
violent crime than males. 
The analysis also revealed that those over the age of 24 were more 
fearful of violent crime than those who were under the median age. Though 
significant at a lower level, individuals over the age of 24 were more fearful of 
crime overall than those who were younger than 24.  
The mean scores reveal that individuals who were “not white” scored 
higher for fearfulness for crime overall and crimes associated with violence 
than those who identified themselves as “white”. 
The ANOVA also reveals that those who were “not straight” are more 
fearful of violent crime and crimes associated with damage to their personal 
property than those who were “straight”. The “not straight” participants also 
scored more highly for overall fearfulness than those who selected “straight”. 
Individuals living in a house are more fearful than those living in a flat when 
asked about crimes associated with fraud. 
 
4.3.3  Regression analysis 
Hierarchical regression assessed the predictability of an individual’s fear of 
crime score based of the Social and Community Perceptions Scale and 
demographic data. This approach allowed to test the criterion and assess 
incremental validity within the same set regressions. Due to the low reliability 
of the scales associated with the Social and Community Perceptions Scale 
this regression is more exploratory to determine the impact of this scale on the 
predictability of fear of personal victimisation. This methodology will also 
provide some consistency with the original uses of the scale (Mesko et al., 
2004; van der Wurff et al., 1989). 
Testing of the necessary assumptions to ensure a multiple regression 
was a valid means to analyse these data took place before the regression 
analysis began. Examination included the assumptions of absence of outliers, 
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multicollinearity, independent errors, homoscedasticity and linearity of data. 
The analysis of standard residuals showed that these data contained no 
outliers for the Violence subscale (Std. Residual Min = -2.79, Std. Residual 
Max = 2.63), Damage to Personal Property subscale (Std. Residual Min = -
3.06, Std. Residual Max = 2.62), Fraud subscale (Std. Residual Min = -2.57, 
Std. Residual Max = 2.37) and overall Fear of Crime Scale (Std. Residual Min 
= -3.33, Std. Residual Max = 2.64).  
Collinearity tests indicated that these data met the assumption of no 
multicollinearity at phase one (gender, Tolerance = .96, VIF = 1.5; age, 
Tolerance = .90, VIF = 1.11; ethnicity, Tolerance = .94, VIF = 1.07, sexual 
orientation, Tolerance = .96, VIF = 1.04. living situation, Tolerance = .95, VIF 
= 1.05, household composition, Tolerance = .90, VIF = 1.11, time in area 
Tolerance = .92, VIF = 1.09) 
 Stage two (gender, Tolerance = .88, VIF = 1.14; age, Tolerance = .84, 
VIF = 1.19; ethnicity, Tolerance = .93, VIF = 1.08, sexual orientation, 
Tolerance = .96, VIF = 1.05. living situation, Tolerance = .95, VIF = 1.05, 
household composition, Tolerance = .87, VIF = 1.15, time in area, Tolerance 
= .90, VIF = 1.11, Attractivity, Tolerance = .77, VIF = 1.31, power, Tolerance 
= .84, VIF = 1.20, Evil Intent, Tolerance = .96, VIF = 1.04 and Criminalisable 
Space, Tolerance = .81, VIF = 1.24).  
These data met the assumption of independent errors for the Violence 
subscale (Durbin-Watson = 1.90) Damage to Personal Property subscale 
(Durbin-Watson = 1.95), Damage to Fraud Property subscale (Durbin-Watson 
= 1.86) and overall Fear of Crime Scale (Durbin-Watson = 1.96). Finally, the 
scatterplot of standard residuals indicated that these data met the 
assumptions of linearity and homoscedasticity. 
Regression analysis consisted of four two-stage hierarchical 
regressions. These featured the demographics section and the Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale as predictor variables. With the demographics 
as stage one and the suggested subscales from the van der Wurff et al. (1989) 
paper added as stage two. In order to maintain conceptual clarity the same 
subscales from the original paper remain consistent within the analysis. 
The criterion variables, taken from the Fear of Crime Scale, include the 
three subscales, Violence (5 items), Damage to Personal Property (5 items) 
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and Fraud (2 items) as well as the total score generated for the Fear of Crime 
Scale. Summaries of the findings of these regressions are presented in the 
following tables. 
 
Table 4. Hierarchical regressions with demographics entered at step 1 and 
van der Wurff et al. (1989) subscales entered at step 2. 
 
 
Table 5. Beta scores for hierarchical regression analysis with demographics 
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Table 6. Showing % of variance predicted at each stage of regression according to 
R2 score 
 
4.3.4  Fear of Crime total 
In all regressions conducted for this phase, stage one introduces the 
demographic predictors and stage two includes the subscales of the Social 
and Community Perceptions Scale (van der Wurff et al., 1989). Table 5 
features the output of these regression analyses. 
The first of the four regressions featured the total score generated from 
items of the Fear of Crime Scale as the criterion variable. At stage one, with 
the demographics in the equation, R2adj = .06, F (7, 330) = 4.226, p < .001. 
Gender was positively related to “fear of crime” total scores, (β = .20, t = 3.64, 
p < .001). and sexual orientation (β = .11, t = 2.12, p < .05) are also significant 
positive predictors. 
At stage two with the equation R2adj = .31, F (11, 326) = 14.493, p < 
.001. Gender remained a significant positive predictor (β = .16, t = 3.34, p < 
.05). This finding supports the literature in females reporting a higher level of 
overall fearfulness of crime overall. Ethnicity (β = .16, t = 3.40, p < .05) also 
remained a positive predictor. With the further addition of Attractivity (β = .22, 
t = 4.49, p < .001) and Criminalisable Space (β = .40, t = 7.96, p < .001) as 
significant positive predictors. Meaning higher scores on these subscales 
predict a higher overall level in relation to fear of crime. Power (β = -.10, t = -
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4.3.5  Violence subscale 
The second regression featured the Violence subscale from the Fear of Crime 
Scale as the criterion variable. With the equation at stage one R2adj = .15, F 
(7, 330) = 9.753, p < .001. 
Significant positive predictors include gender (β = .27, t = 5.22, p < 
.001), ethnicity (β = .15, t = 2.81, p < .05) and sexual orientation (β = .13, t = 
2.57, p < .05) Age is a significant negative predictor (β = -.21, t = -3.95, p < 
.001), indicating the lower age groups were more fearful of violence than those 
who were older.  
At stage two, with the equation R2adj = .34, F (11, 326) = 16.451, p < 
.001. Gender (β = .23, t = 4.87, p < .001) and ethnicity (β = .19, t = 4.06, p < 
.001) remained significant positive predictors of fear of violent crime. This 
finding supports the Dobbs et al. (2009) assumption that those who are female 
would be more fearful of violent crime. This regression also supports the 
finding that those who are in the “not white” category for ethnicity would be 
more fearful of violent crime than those who were white. Sexual orientation (β 
= .11, t = 2.46, p < .05) was also a significant positive predictor. With the further 
addition of Attractivity (β = .20, t = 4.02, p < .001) and Criminalisable Space (β 
= .34, t = 6.82, p < .001) as significant positive predictors. Meaning higher 
scores on these subscales predict a higher overall level in relation to fear of 
violent crime. Although not as significant the other two subscales Power (β = 
-.12, t = -2.43, p < .05) and Evil Intent (β = -.11, t = -2.32, p < .05) are significant 
negative predictors of fear of violent crime indicating scoring lower on these 
subscales would make individuals less likely to fear violent crime.  
 
4.3.6  Damage to Personal Property subscale 
The third regression included the “Damage to Personal Property” subscale as 
the criterion variable. With the equation at stage one R2adj = .02, F (7, 330) = 
2.264, p = .09, living situation (β = .16, t = -2.00, p < .05) as the only significant 
predictor. 
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At stage two, with the equation R2adj = .24, F (11, 326) = 10.561, p < 
.001, living situation remained a significant negative predictor (β = -.11, t = -
2.32, p < .05 indicting that those who lived with people were less fearful than 
those who lived alone in relation to Damage to Personal Property). The 
Criminalisable Space subscale (β = .37, t = 6.93, p < .001), Attractivity 
subscale (β = .23, t = 4.30, p < .001) and ethnicity (β = .11, t = 2.17, p < .05) 
are significant positive predictors. 
  
4.3.7  Fraud subscale 
The fourth regression involves the “Fraud” subscale as the criterion variable. 
With the equation at stage one R2adj = .01, F (7, 330) = 1.222, p = .19. Type 
of housing is a negative predictor (β = -.13, t = -2.32, p < .05) meaning those 
who lived in a house were more fearful of fraud than those living in a flat.  
At stage two with the equation R2adj = .08, F (11, 326) = 3.567, p < .001. 
Type of housing remained a significant negative predictor (β = -.15, t = 2.58, p 
< .05). Age was the only demographic found to be a positive predictor (β = .17, 
t = 2.98, p < .05), indicating those who were above the median age were more 
likely to be fearful of fraud than those who fell beneath it. The Criminalisable 
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4.4 Phase one discussion 
The regression analysis conducted identified that though the Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale needed a great deal of work, data collected 
suggests it to be the best predictor in this phase of this thesis for fear of 
personal victimisation. Overall the 8-item scale predicted fear of personal 
victimisation on a more significant level than the suggested demographic 
predictors. In the following section involves a discussion of the results of the 
analysis on phase one’s data regarding what these data are revealing 
regarding the interactions between socio-demographic variables and fear of 
personal victimisation. 
A discussion of limitations of phase one in order to determine how best 
to improve the methodology used for phase two of this doctoral thesis takes 
place in the following chapter. 
 
4.4.1 Relationship between fear of victimisation and gender 
The mean scores of females for an overall fear of crime were significantly 
higher than the scores of males, as previously indicated in Lane et al. (2009). 
When exploring this relationship at a deeper level females were more afraid of 
violent crime than males. This is consistent with findings from Lane et al. 
(2009), as the difference between the two groups was largest when 
considering the Violence subscale of the Fear of Crime Scale. The lowest 
difference observed between these two groups was for the Fraud subscale, 
where arguably it does not matter how physically strong one is as the crime is 
not interpersonal and vulnerability does not affect the participant as suggested 
in Killias (1990). 
This would support the assumption that a self-perceived vulnerability 
would lead an individual to be more fearful of interpersonal crimes (Killias, 
1990). There was a large difference in the mean scores for gender for all of 
the Fear of Crime Scale subscales, with females being more fearful. The effect 
was also seen for the difference between gender and the total score generated 
for fear of crime. This effect is present at both stages of the regression 
analysis. Gender was the most significant predictor of fearfulness outside of 
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the Social and Community Perceptions subscales for this dataset. The largest 
observed difference is for violent crime, with females more likely to fear 
becoming victims of criminal activity of this nature than males. This is also true 
in the results of the ANOVA. This finding supports those of Lane et al. (2009), 
Dobbs et al. (2009) and Schafer et al. (2006) all of whom found females to be 
more fearful of violent crime. 
 
4.4.2 Relationship between fear of victimisation and age 
The only relationship that proved significant regarding age was that those who 
were older scored higher on their mean scores for fearfulness with the items 
on the Violence subscale. This indicated that those who were older were more 
fearful within this dataset, which suggests the effect of older individuals being 
more fearful of violence that was theorised in the (Jackson, 2009) was correct. 
For this dataset, there is evidence of the effect age has being more of a polar 
effect due to the low median age. The impact of this is interesting for age as it 
implies that it does not matter how much older the participants are, only that 
there is an increase in age with representation of some older members of the 
population. 
Another statistically significant relationship was for the overall Fear of 
Crime Scale, those who were above the median age (24) were more likely to 
be fearful of crime overall than those who were younger (Killias et al., 2000; 
Norris, Dowell, & Basol, 2016). 
Though not significantly different concerning their mean scores, this 
dataset does show that older individuals are more likely to be fearful in relation 
items associated to damage to their personal property (perhaps as they are 
more likely to have possessions they treasure) and those who were younger 
were more concerned with crimes associated with the Fraud subscale 
(perhaps due to the fact they have more to lose financially) (Jackson, 2010). 
The lack of any significant relationship with fearfulness of the Fraud 
subscale could be related to a more significant internet presence (Norris et al., 
2016). According to Norris et al. (2016) since 2011 the largest increase of 
internet users in terms of percentage was in the older age groups for both men 
and women. The relatively low median age for the sample used in phase one 
 
Perceptions of Fear of Personal Victimisation: A General Population Study 93 
of this thesis can provide some errors in making assumptions based on age 
due to the disproportionate representation of younger to older members of the 
sample (Hozo, Djulbegovic, & Hozo, 2005). This alongside the fact that risk 
perception and management strategies often lead to fear reduction makes any 
conclusions regarding age difficult to draw (Skogan et al., 1981). The 
relationships being similar to those suggested within the literature should be 
taken with a note of caution due to this low median age. There is evidence 
however for a more polar approach to age when related to fear of personal 
victimisation and that those who are older will be more fearful regardless of 
how low the median age is. 
 
4.4.3 Relationship between fear of victimisation and self-defined 
ethnicity 
The result for ethnicity provides an insight into the effect the demographic has 
on the sample when self-reporting their levels of fearfulness when considering 
an overall fear of crime. Those who were “not white” were more likely to be 
fearful of crime overall, as evidenced by the statistically significant difference 
in the mean scores of the two demographic groups. 
Individuals who were in the multiple ethnic groups that combine to make 
the “not white” category are more fearful of violent crimes such as “murder” or 
“interpersonal assault”. This finding is consistent with what Tseloni et al. (2008) 
states. Within this sample, there is no significant difference between those who 
are “white” and “not white” concerning their levels of fearfulness for either the 
Damage to Personal Property or crimes associated with the Fraud subscale. 
This is, once again, consistent with the concept of vulnerability, individuals 
who are not white may feel they do not receive the same levels of protection 
from the police as their white counterparts (Nadal et al., 2015). They may also 
have been brought up in less privileged areas as it is suggested in the literature 
(Nadal et al., 2015; Scheider et al., 2003).  
Those surveyed share a similar level of fearfulness for Damage to 
Personal Property and Fraud. This too supports that individuals are more 
fearful for crimes they feel they would have a personal relationship with rather 
than crimes that would tend to happen without their involvement (Killias, 1990). 
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This suggests that vulnerability is a key factor in ethnicities reporting 
themselves to be fearful of personal victimisation (Tseloni et al., 2008). 
With the intensity of fear of personal victimisation, the fact that individuals 
who were white and “not white” reported similar levels of fearfulness is in itself 
an interesting development, this means that individuals are likely to experience 
fear of personal victimisation similarly and at a similar frequency regardless of 
what ethnic group they belong to. This would suggest that being fearful of 
being the victim of a crime is a universal feeling rather than one that certain 
ethnic groups experience more significantly. This counteracts suggestions 
made in papers such as Scheider et al. (2003). 
 
4.4.4 Relationship between fear of victimisation and sexual orientation 
Concerning an overall fearfulness, when considering the whole Fear of Crime 
Scale, those who were not “straight” were more likely to be fearful than those 
who were “straight”. Evidence of this is the difference in the mean scores 
between the two groups, with those who stated that they did not identify as 
“straight” scoring significantly higher for fearfulness of crime overall. This 
finding is consistent with Nadal et al. (2015), who suggested this effect. 
As previously suggested in Nadal et al. (2015), those who do not identify 
as “straight” are more likely to be fearful of violent crime than those who 
identify as “straight” based on their mean scores for items associated with the 
“Violence” subscale. The same effect is also present in a way that is not 
statistically significant for items associated with the “Damage to Personal 
Property” subscale. 
 
4.4.5 Relationship between fear of victimisation and living situation 
With living situations, for this study there were few statistically significant 
difference for individuals regardless of their living situation, number of people 
in their house, the amount of time they have lived in the area or the type of 
accommodation they live in. 
The only relationship with one group scoring higher for fear of crime of 
any note was for the Damage to Personal Property subscale concerning living 
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at home, or away from home. This phase of the thesis found support for Fowler 
(2002). Fowler (2002) stated that those living away from home (alone) were 
more likely to be fearful of damage to their personal property with a higher 
overall mean score than those living with people. There was also a negative 
relationship with fraud, for the type of accommodation, indicating those living 
in smaller dwellings were less fearful. 
The lack of finding any support for the literature’s suggestion could be 
due to the lack of representation of individuals who are more likely to live in 
the less privileged areas (Tseloni et al., 2008). This is due to them being less 
likely to respond to a survey (Saris et al., 1984). 
 
4.4.6 Relationship between fear of victimisation and POPS 
In relation to the POPS scale (Nadal et al., 2015), the significant negative 
relationships between the total fear of crime score and its subscale (violent 
crime) imply that a negative perception of police would make participants more 
fearful of violent crime and of crime overall. Nadal et al. (2015) previously 
suggested this effect. 
 The other subscales did not provide any significant relationships. This 
indicates the POPS scale does not predict the general nature of fear of 
personal victimisation as well as the sociological variables (Lumb, 1996). The 
relationship between the police and fear of personal victimisation is among the 
weaker predictors of fearfulness when compared to other suggested factors 
analysed for phase one. The results of this peripheral analysis are available in 
the appended records (pp. 309). 
 
4.4.7 Results of regression analysis 
The Beta scores reveal that gender was strongly related to fear of crime, with 
those who identified themselves as “female” being more likely to be fearful of 
crime overall, and in relation to the subscales of the fear of crime scale. This 
finding is consistent with Cobbina et al. (2008) among others who suggest this 
predictor has the most significant impact on an individual’s self-perceived risk 
of personal victimisation. 
 
Perceptions of Fear of Personal Victimisation: A General Population Study 96 
The results of the regression show the demographic predictors 
performed rather poorly, accounting for (at most) 17.1% of the variance on any 
subscale of the Fear of Crime Scale. When considering Lavrakas (1982) found 
demographics accounted for 25% of the variance, this shows how the 
predictors have failed to predict fearfulness to their fullest potential.  
 The Social and Community Perceptions subscales, however, were able 
to predict a higher threshold than 25% for the total Fear of Crime scale and 
the Violence subscale, with only a small difference between the Damage to 
Personal Property subscale (26.3%) and the scores from Lavrakas (1982).  
The results of this study show a similar interaction between the fear of 
personal victimisation and the socio-psychological variables suggested by van 
der Wurff et al. (1989) which accounted for 24% of the variance when used by 
Mesko et al. (2004).  
When considering the Violence subscale of the Fear of Crime Scale, 
the subscales of the Social and Community Perceptions Scale predicted 
around 32.8% of variance. The scale accomplished this level of predictability 
despite the fact it is still very unreliable and has a low level of internal 
consistency (Cortina, 1993). When this reliability improves there is likely to be 
improvement to predictability of variances (Huffman, Culbertson, Payne, & 
Castro, 2008). This improvement coincides with creating a robust 
measurement tool capable of fulfilling the necessary psychometric evaluation 
(Huffman et al., 2008). At present, it is fair to say there is at least a level of 
generalisability for the current Social and Community Perceptions Scale, due 
to it obtaining a similar result on a sample conducted in the Netherlands and 
the UK (Mesko et al., 2004; Williamson et al., 2013). 
This would mean that the reasoning of “vulnerability” linked to 
sociological demographic characteristics such as age in Jackson (2009) and 
Warr et al. (1983) may not form the basis of an individual’s likelihood to be 
more or less fearful of their own perceived risk. 
This could mean that the theory behind the paper written by van der Wurff 
et al. (1989) could be correct. To understand the fear of personal victimisation 
on a deeper, multi-dimensional level it may be necessary to take scenarios, 
people and even specific times of day into account. This will determine if rather 
than people being more generally fearful of crime, they are more likely to be 
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fearful in certain situations (Mesko et al., 2004). A 2020 paper described this 
effect, where fear of personal victimisation is stated as being “context based” 
and “situational” (Solymosi, Buil-Gil, Vozmediano, & Guedes, 2020).  
An example of this would be someone being more fearful to ride public 
transport at night rather than during the day (Tseloni et al., 2008). These 
situations could help to assess the kind of individual who would be more fearful 
of personal victimisation and bridge the gap between fear of crime and the 
demographics using sociological variables.  
4.5 Future research and limitations 
The best course of action for phase two was to improve the Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale as (from this dataset) it proved to be the best 
predictor of fear of personal victimisation (Ferguson & Mindel, 2007; Fraley et 
al., 2000; Goldstein, 1996). 
To achieve this, the Social and Community Perceptions Scale needed 
several alterations as in the iteration used for phase one it tested low for 
internal consistency (Huffman et al., 2008).  
At the end of phase one, due to the predictability of the overall model 
being worthy of note, improving the reliability and internal consistency was the 
next logical step in scale development (Huffman et al., 2008). To improve 
internal consistency, it was necessary to expand the item breadth without 
impacting the conceptual clarity (Ferguson et al., 2007; Huffman et al., 2008). 
The addition of more items on each of the subscales on the Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale is necessary for improvement (Ferguson et al., 
2007; Huffman et al., 2008). 
The addition of these further items will improve construct breadth 
(Huffman et al., 2008). Huffman et al. (2008) note that is important that the 
breadth shows improvement, without impacting on the clarity of the subscales 
suggested by van der Wurff et al. (1989). 
The results of phase one show as previously estimated that the Social 
and Community Perceptions Scale had some serious issues with reliability, 
owing in no small part to the lack of items on each of the subscales (overall 
there are eight items, two suggested for each subscale) (Huber, 1985).  
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The results of phase one, however, also show the merit in the theoretical side 
of the work conducted in the van der Wurff et al. (1989) paper. The theory 
behind creating a more well-rounded picture by assessing the reasons and 
situations that could lead to an increased fear of personal victimisation is 
sound (Solymosi et al., 2020). Evidence for this is the increase in the 
predictability of fear of personal victimisation by adding the factors of the Social 
and Community Perceptions Scale to a hierarchical regression (Lavrakas, 
1982). On all four regressions, the predictability of fear of personal 
victimisation increased greatly when compared to the demographics ability to 
predict fear of personal victimisation alone (Lavrakas, 1982; Mesko et al., 
2004). 
The demographics performed rather poorly in the first phase of this 
study, and that the demographics suggested as the main factors in the 
literature may not contribute to the levels of fearfulness previously thought 
(Dobbs et al., 2009; Lavrakas, 1982; Mesch, 2000). Concerning age, this could 
be due, in part, to the effects described being between those who were 
younger and the elderly and the current dataset having a low mean age 
(Dobbs et al., 2009; Jackson, 2009). The risk perception and management 
mechanisms the elderly apply could also play a part in their fear reduction 
(Mesko et al., 2004). 
The Fear of Crime Scale (particularly the Fraud subscale) has a 
relatively low number of items (Huffman et al., 2008). This could potentially 
impact the construct breadth of the smaller subscale (Huffman et al., 2008). 
To further develop the Social and Community Perceptions Scale within the 
context of the current thesis the Fear of Crime Scale should remain the same 
to allow comparisons of the predictive power of the revised social measure 
(Morgado et al., 2018). Keeping the same crimes will enable direct 
comparisons to determine if the Social and Community Perceptions Scale is 
improving in terms of its ability to predict fear of crime (Morgado et al., 2018). 
Improvements to the construct breadth of the Fraud subscale could form the 
basis of research at a later date (Huffman et al., 2008). Alterations for the Fear 
of Crime Scale for use in a different population could also be necessary to 
determine crimes feared within the target population (Dammert et al., 2003; 
Williamson et al., 2013). There will also be some question as to the temporal 
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stability of the items on the Fear of Crime Scale with crimes needing routine 
updates in order to maintain temporal stability (Huber, 1985).
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4.6 Conclusion 
The first iteration of the new measure performed relatively well during the data 
collection for phase one regarding the predictability of variances. Support for 
established facets of Fear of Crime such as Dobbs et al. (2009) suggesting 
violent crime being more feared by females over males. One key issue arose 
in the clear lack of items from the Social and Community Perceptions Scale 
(van der Wurff et al., 1989). 
The next phase of this research was to improve the Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale concerning its construct breadth then test its 
reliability as well as evaluate its ability to predict the likelihood of an individual 
to have a fear of personal victimisation. As previously stated, the reasoning 
behind the scale’s creation was sound, but there was a lack of the appropriate 
methodology in the current papers that have used it. The errors in the practice 
lie in the insufficient number of items on each of the subscales, which made 
the analysis of each of the underlying factors difficult due to the lack of 
reliability in each subscale. 
To expand the construct breadth a significant number of items that fit 
the definitions of each of the subscales given within the original paper were 
necessary additions (Huffman et al., 2008). The generated items also needed 
to be able to address the “situational” nature of fear of personal victimisation 
(Solymosi et al., 2020). The design of this construct is to create a more well-
rounded scale overall capable of measuring the sociological factors (situations 
leading to an increase in self perceived risk of personal victimisation such as 
walking down an alleyway during a certain time of day)  that contribute to fear 
of personal victimisation, in line with the aims of the current thesis. To 
accomplish this convergent validity analysis during phase two ensured that the 
validity of the scales whilst improving on construct breadth (Huffman et al., 
2008). 
The internal consistency was poor across all of the Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale’s subscales (Cortina, 1993). However, the 
Social and Community Perceptions Scale did predict a larger amount of the 
variance of fear of crime scores than the demographic predictors alone 
(Cortina, 1993). On previous use of the Social and Community Perceptions 
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Scale in other countries with very different populations Mesko et al. (2004) 
observed this effect. This supports the notion proposed by Solymosi et al. 
(2020) that states fear of personal victimisation is a context specific 
phenomenon. 
It was determined that the newly adapted Social and Community 
Perceptions Scale should include items from the original paper to attempt to 
maintain this level of generalisability. Scenarios and questions introduced 
should follow the trends present in the items currently present on each of the 
four subscales (Mesko et al., 2004). Phase two also includes some convergent 
validity measures as well as some divergent validity measures to allow it to be 
reasonable to make the assumption the scale is performing as one would 
expect it would (Cronbach et al., 1955; Cunningham, Preacher, & Banaji, 
2001). Alongside some tests for reliability and internal consistency, this 
provides enough evidence to suggest the newly created scale is performing 
well and is producing reliable and valid results (Cortina, 1993). Changing the 
items  make it impossible to determine the generalisability of the newly created 
scale as it is the scale’s first use. Phase three’s analysis hypothetically allows 
assumptions for generalisability (Huffman et al., 2008; Williamson et al., 2013).  
This next phase involved a further exploratory PCA to eliminate 
anomalous items and allow continued development of the Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale to meet the overall aims of this thesis.  
Once completed it enabled phase three, which used the new adapted 
scale determine if a well-rounded, valid a reliable scale that has undergone 
thorough testing is the result of this research. This enables the assumption 
that the scale can be used in future research (Cortina, 1993). At present the 
literature around personal victimisation is lacking this scale and its creation 
enables a more complete picture of fear of personal victimisation, and an 
ability to measure the level to which any person in any place has this fear and 
the reasons behind this fearfulness (Williamson et al., 2013). The contribution 
of this scale will eliminate the issues surrounding a lack of measurement 
invariance which have plagued the field (Pleysier et al., 2005).
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Chapter 5:  Phase two - Developing a new fear of personal victimisation 
measure 
5.1 General overview of phase two 
5.1.1 Introduction and background to phase two 
To continue with the overall aims of this thesis, phase two’s design has the 
specific intention of improving the Social and Community Perceptions Scale. 
Improvements will create a more valid, robust and reliable scale that tests 
highly for factorability and improves on the predictability of the original 8-item 
measure.  
In order to accomplish these aims and to test the newly formed scale 
phase two incorporates several measures alongside the newly formed scale 
as well as the items from the original 8-item scale. The following chapter 
features a discussion of these measures as well as establishing what including 
them will add to the aims of this thesis overall. 
To improve the Social and Community Perceptions Scale (van der Wurff 
et al., 1989), it was important to improve validity and reliability in the scale. In 
order to accomplish this, the scale needed to have more items added to its 
subscales (Huffman et al., 2008). Adding new items to the scale, running these 
tests and investigating the effect this had on the scale’s ability to predict fear 
of personal victimisation was the next logical step in the iterative process of 
creating a new measure in this field (Huffman et al., 2008).  
The issue with developing the scale using this method was the lack of 
items leading to a weak factor structure which, despite a lack of rigorous 
testing, researchers such as Mesko et al. (2004) have accepted. It became 
apparent during the analysis of data from phase one there was a lack of 
breadth and the factor structure lacked reliability overall (Huffman et al., 2008). 
Adding items to each of the subscales better measures the underlying 
constructs in a more reliable way (Lavrakas, 2008). The minimum number of 
scenarios generated should be 8 per subscale to allow for removal of items at 
a later stage if necessary (Lavrakas, 2008). 
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5.1.2 Item generation 
Item generation utilised the four definitions outlined within van der Wurff et al. 
(1989) and Mesko et al. (2004) to create an item pool for each of the (4)  
subscales. This approach would allow the generated items to measure 
theoretically similar constructs whilst accounting for the limited amount of 
information provided regarding the definitions. The definitions featured would 
lead to similar constructs forming the basis of the subscales meaning there 
was potential for an overlap between items generated. 
  To ensure no overlap, at each stage the items generated were 
scrutinised and cross-checked to ensure that the improvements to the breadth 
did not impact the clarity of the subscales (Huffman et al., 2008). This would 
limit the expansion of the construct breadth so a significant number of items 
was needed. Within subscales, there was the reversal of selected items to 
counter response bias that could potentially occur (Groves & Peytcheva, 2008; 
Pickett, Cullen, Bushway, Chiricos, & Alpert, 2018). This is a necessary step 
to negate any response fatigue that would occur due to the length of the survey 
taken overall (Pickett et al., 2018). 
 The analysis of phase two utilised an iterative process of item removal 
(using PCA) to remove any cross loading items to ensure the conceptual 
clarity of subscales was not impacted when expanding the item breadth 
(Lavrakas, 2008). This process is described in detail within the following 
chapter. 
 
5.1.3 Convergent and divergent validity measures 
Convergent validity is a parameter often used in psychology to determine the 
degree to which to scales are related (when they should be related as they 
measure similar concepts) (Cunningham et al., 2001; Nevo, 1985). 
Convergent validity establishes when two constructs correspond with one 
another (Cunningham et al., 2001). 
In a similar sense, correlations that are not present or are significantly 
lower than those of similar concepts, establish discriminant validity 
(Cunningham et al., 2001). These are both subtypes of construct validity and 
  
Perceptions of Fear of Personal Victimisation: A General Population Study 105 
can determine whether a scale is performing in the way it should be based on 
scales currently within the field (Cronbach et al., 1955; Cunningham et al., 
2001). This type of construct validity is established using correlation 
coefficients when highly correlated with a scale measuring a similar concept it 
can be viewed as valid in terms of convergent validity (Cunningham et al., 
2001). In a similar sense, correlations that are not present or are significantly 
lower than those of similar concepts, establish discriminant validity 
(Cunningham et al., 2001; Nevo, 1985). When creating a measure, it is 
important to run this type of analysis as it is a way of establishing that a 
measure is valid and is performing in the way one would expect and is 
behaving similarly to similar constructs within the field (Cunningham et al., 
2001). 
With the current thesis, this was possible using not only the previous 
Social and Community Perceptions Scale from van der Wurff et al. (1989), but 
also the Life Satisfaction and Fear of Crime Scale from Hanslmaier et al. 
(2016). This enabled phase two’s analysis to establish convergent validity in 
the refined measure. 
The BFI-2-xs scale enabled concepts such as ‘neuroticism’ to establish 
convergent validity, but also for concepts such as ‘openness’ and 
‘extraversion’ to show divergent validity with the use of correlation analysis 
(Soto et al., 2017). 
 
5.1.4 Life satisfaction scale 
The items taken from a study by Hanslmaier et al. (2016) assessed the 
predictability of an individual’s fear of personal victimisation in relation to life 
satisfaction. This study attempted to assess participants’ perceptions of crime 
trends relating to conative fear (avoidance behaviour), affective fear and 
cognitive fear. 
For this study conative fear was determined as precautions that 
participants took in their daily lives to avoid becoming the victim of personal 
victimisation and how often participants took these safeguarding measures 
(Hanslmaier et al., 2016). Affective fear is a concept regarding an individual 
thinking about themselves and how often they worried about certain things 
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happening to them (Hanslmaier et al., 2016). Cognitive fear, for this paper, 
was how likely participants believed it would be that they would be the victims 
of several specific situations within the next twelve months (Hanslmaier et al., 
2016). Questions relating to each of the fear categories formed the basis of 
three nation-wide surveys of Germany to compare the effect being a previous 
victim of crime had on fear of personal victimisation (Hanslmaier et al., 2016). 
Using this measure to establish convergent validity assessed the 
validity of the scale created for this doctoral thesis. If the revised Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale scores in the same way as the scale from 
Hanslmaier et al. (2016) then there is evidence that the new scale is valid as 
it is performing as one would expect a scale in this area to perform as the two 
are similar constructs (Cunningham et al., 2001; Nevo, 1985). 
 
5.2 Methodology and Research Design 
As with the previous stage, phase two utilised a correlation design to analyse 
the dataset collected. 
Predictor variables; 
As with phase one, predictor variables of this phase were the 
demographic variables and the original items of the Social and Community 
Perceptions Scale. One further addition in the regression model included a 
third stage using the revised Social and Community Perceptions subscales as 
new predictors. 
Criterion variables; 
In a similar design to the previous stage, to assess if the revised Social 
and Community Perceptions Scale is performing as one would expect the 
criterion variables were the same as the previous phase of this paper. The 
variables were the (3) subscales taken from PCA of the Fear of Crime Scale. 
 
5.2.1 Participants 
For phase two of this thesis, 320 participants completed the questionnaire. 
Ages ranged from 18-73 years with a mean (M) of 32.74 and standard 
deviation (SD) of 14.15; 69.24% (222) were female and 30.6% (98) were male. 
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Female ages ranged from 18-73 years, M = 32.38, SD = 14.16; Male ages 
ranged from 18-71 years, M = 33.54, SD = 14.15. 
Snowball sampling recruited participants. This included the medium of 
various social media sources as a means of advertisement as well as sending 
the survey via email. The inclusion criteria of this study were simply to be a 
resident of the UK, to be over the age of 18 and not a previous victim of 
traumatic crime. The advertisement process made the inclusion and exclusion 
criteria clear to respondents. Those who did not meet the age limit had their 
results answers before analysis. Exclusion criteria included; participants 




The study has five sections, a demographic section that gave a clear picture 
of the participant in terms of all the suggested significant predictors in the 
literature while protecting their anonymity.  
 
5.2.3  Victimisation, fear of crime and life satisfaction  
A convergent validity measure from a study conducted by Hanslmaier et al. 
(2016) entitled “Victimisation, Fear of Crime and Life Satisfaction” was the 
second section of this questionnaire. The measure taken from this paper 
breaks down into two separate scales; 
The first was the “perception of crime trends” scale, which in the original 
paper gave the participant four crimes and asked them to rate the trends of 
each of the chosen acts within a span of ten years (between 1999 and 2009) 
in Germany. Altering this slightly to be a more recent time frame of the same 
length (2008-2018) in the UK, a Likert scale scored participant’s answers. 
The scoring on this Likert scale ranged from (1-7) and enabled 
participants to identify the levels to which they believed in their opinion crime 
trends had altered in the given period. The scoring of 1 indicated they believe 
the crime has “Become much rarer” and 7 meaning they felt the crime had 
“Become much more frequent” in the 10-year period given. 
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This scale has a maximum score of 28, which would indicate the 
participant believes the crime trends in the UK are much worse than they were 
ten years ago. The lowest score possible, 4, would indicate that the crime 
trends in the participants’ opinion had decreased in the same time frame. 
The questions from Hanslmaier et al. (2016) regarding the participants’ 
perceptions of crime trends within the last five years revealed a Cronbach’s 
score of .88 which is in the range of a good score for internal consistency 
(Cortina, 1993). The complete 24-item measure revealed a Cronbach’s Alpha 
score of .77, which falls in the range of an acceptable internal consistency 
(Cortina, 1993). 
This section was the second convergent validity measure utilised as a 
part of this study and is from the same paper by Hanslmaier et al. (2016) which 
splits into three sections. The first of which allowed participants to say the 
precautions they take when they go about their daily lives. 8 Negatively 
worded statements such as “I avoid certain streets, parks or places” and “I 
avoid carrying a lot of money with me” upon presenting participants with these 
items, a further question asked them to state how often they take each 
precaution mentioned. The scoring utillised a 5-point Likert scale (1-5) where 
selecting 1 means they “Never” take the precaution and 5 meaning they 
“Always” do what the statement says to protect themselves from crime. The 
lowest score of 8 indicated the individual never takes any precautions to 
protect themselves from crime. The maximum score of 40 indicated the 
individual would take every precaution mentioned to protect themselves from 
being the victim of a crime. 
The second section allowed individuals surveyed to identify how often 
they have certain worries, listed as 6 negatively worded statements such as 
“My home may be broken into” and “I will be hit or hurt”. This was, once again, 
rated on a Likert scale (1-5) where selecting 1 means they “Never” worry about 
the crime mentioned and 5 meaning they “Always” worry about becoming the 
victim of the crime described.  
The minimum score from 6 from this section indicated the individual 
never worries about each of the crimes, where the maximum score of 30 would 
mean they were always worrying about crime. 
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The third and final section from the Hanslmaier et al. (2016) allowed 
individuals to state how likely they were to become the victim of each of the 6 
crimes presented to them, these were the same items from the second 
section. Examples of these crimes include “I will have something stolen from 
me in some way” and “I will be robbed”. 
Once again, scoring utilised a Likert scale (1-5) and allow individuals to 
rate how likely they feel it is that, in their own opinion, they will become the 
victim of each crime within the next twelve months. On this Likert scale a score 
of 1 indicated that an individual felt it was “Very unlikely” they would be a victim 
and a score of 5 meaning they felt it was “Very likely” they would be the victim 
of the crime within the next twelve months. 
The lowest possible score of 6 for these items would indicate the 
individual thought it was extremely unlikely they would be the victim of a crime 
in the next 12 months, the maximum score would mean the individual was 
convinced it was likely they would be a victim of the crimes listed within 12 
months of the time of questioning. 
All items for this measure are from the same paper and all statements 
feature negatively wording. Therefore, the scores can combine meaning the 
lowest possible score for these sections is 20 (indicating the individual would 
be less worried, take fewer precautions and generally be less fearful of being 
a victim), the highest being 100 (meaning they took every precaution as they 
felt they would be the victim of a crime within the next twelve months). 
According to Hanslmaier et al. (2016) the Cronbach’s alpha score for the 
“Affective Scale” .87 and the “Cognitive Scale” .89. Hanslmaier et al. (2016) 
deemed these alpha scores as “satisfactory”. 
 
5.2.4  The Big Five Inventory-2 Extra-Short Form (BFI-2-xs) 
The next section was “The Big Five Inventory-2 Extra-Short Form (BFI-2-xs) 
which is adapted by Soto et al. (2017) from the original Big Five Inventory, but 
it is much shorter at only 15-items long. 
The reason behind the choice of the BFI-2-xs over the original BFI was 
due to the length of the other scales. This made phase two’s questionnaire 
significantly longer than phase one, the shorter version of the BFI eliminates 
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the risk of fatigue in respondents while maintaining the three key goals of the 
original BFI (Soto et al., 2017). 
The BFI-2-xs asked participants to rate how strongly they agree that 
certain personality traits apply to them. Scoring utilised a Likert scale (1-5) 
where 1 indicated that the participant selected “Disagree strongly” that the 
characteristic described applies to them and 5 meaning they “Agree strongly” 
that the characteristic applies to them. The big-five factors were each 
represented by 3 of the 15 items.  
Extraversion items included; 1 “Tends to be quiet”, 6 “Is dominant, acts 
as a leader” and 11 “Is full of energy”. Agreeableness items; 2 “Is 
compassionate”, 7 “Is sometimes rude to others” and 12 “Assumes the best 
about people”. Conscientiousness items; 3 “Tends to be disorganised”, 8 “Has 
difficulty starting on tasks” and 13 “Is reliable and can always be counted on”. 
Negative emotionality; 4 “Worries a lot”, 9 “Tends to feel depressed or blue” 
and 14 “Is emotionally stable and not upset easily”. Open-mindedness has 
items; 5 “Is fascinated by art, music or literature”, 10 “Has little interest in 
abstract ideas” and 15 “Is original and comes up with new ideas”. 
Due to the positive and negative wording of certain items had their 
scores reversed so they could be used for analysis in collaboration with one 
another. Items 1, 3, 7, 8, 10 and 14 were all negatively worded so has their 
scores reversed (Soto et al., 2017; Woods, 2006). 
Reliability and internal consistency results from the BFI-2-xs when 
placed into the (factor solution suggested by the researchers) revealed that; 
Extraversion had a Cronbach’s alpha of .64, which falls within the range of a 
questionable level of internal consistency (Cortina, 1993). Agreeableness 
revealed a Cronbach’s alpha score of .42, which falls within the range of a 
poor level of internal consistency (Cortina, 1993). Conscientiousness revealed 
a Cronbach’s alpha score of .55, which falls within the range of a poor level of 
internal consistency (Cortina, 1993). Negative Emotionality revealed a 
Cronbach’s alpha score of .75, which falls within the range of an acceptable 
level of internal consistency and reliability (Cortina, 1993). Open-Mindedness 
revealed a Cronbach’s alpha score of .43, which falls within the range of a 
poor level of internal consistency (Cortina, 1993). 
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5.2.5  Social and Community Perceptions Scale 
Created by van der Wurff et al. (1989), it originally attempted to establish the 
social habits (such as how likely an individual is to get into a row or trust a 
stranger) of those surveyed. This could have a bearing on how likely they are 
to feel as though they may become the victim of a crime at some point. 
However, in testing for reliability that the scale did not have a very high score 
(.43) due to a small number of items on each of the four supposed subscales. 
The original scale from the 1986 paper alleged that two items would be enough 
to satisfy reliability and validity analysis, but when testing this on a reasonably 
large dataset that this was not the case. For this phase of this project, there 
was a necessity to add more items to strengthen each of the four subscales 
to make them more reliable and provide a higher score for Cronbach’s alpha. 
For each of the subscales, it was determined that a wider construct 
breadth should be a goal. For example, the “Power” subscale increased from 
2 to 22 items, the “Evil Intent” subscale went from 2 to 13 items, the 
“Attractivity” subscale went from 2 to 15 items and finally, the “Criminalisable 
Space” subscale went from 2 to 14 items. Phase two also includes the original 
8-item structure to maintain some element of consistency with the original 
study. This meant the scale overall increased in size from 8 items in phase 
one to 64 items in phase 2. These items were based on the original items from 
the van der Wurff et al. (1989) paper alongside definitions generated in Mesko 
et al. (2004). The process saw a significant number of items (totaling 64) 
generated in order to make an item pool capable of expanding the construct 
breadth. The pool of items was large enough that it could facilitate the removal 
of items that would impact the conceptual clarity of each subscale while not 
reducing the construct breadth. 
The scoring of the scale was the same Likert scale as phase one (1-5), 
and the original paper. Phase two presented participants with several 
statements such as “I think that people are jealous of me”, “I generally stay 
clear of rows/arguments” and “I generally trust strangers” and asked them to 
rate how strongly they agreed with each item. Scoring was based on a (1-5) 
Likert scale from 1, which indicated individuals “strongly disagree” and 5 
meaning “strongly agree”.  
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PCA on the 64 items where (following an iterative process of elimination 
removing any items that cross-loaded or did not load at all) 38 items remained. 
This approach enabled the conceptual clarity of the subscales to not be 
impacted negatively by the generation of new items. The newly generated 
items form a scale with a minimum score of 38 and a maximum score of 190. 
 
5.2.6  Fear of Crime Scale 
The penultimate section is the “Fear of Crime Scale” which was comprised of 
a list of crimes taken from the National Crime Survey of England and Wales 
of 2016 (UK Office for National Statistics, 2016) to establish the 12 commonly 
feared crimes to determine if any participants who meet the criteria of any 
predictors are more likely to be afraid of some crimes over others. The crimes 
specifically were “my house being broken into”, “When parked in an area I am 
unfamiliar with, my car/vehicle being broken into”, “When in an area I am 
unfamiliar with, someone mugging me”, “When in an area I am familiar with, 
someone mugging me”, “Sexual assault”, “Interpersonal assault (Actual bodily 
harm or Grievous bodily harm)”, “Murder”, “Terrorism”, “Conventional Fraud 
e.g., credit card scams)”, “Arson”, “Damage to property e.g., personal vehicle” 
and “Online Fraud e.g., “online bank Fraud, phishing”. 
The survey presented participants with each of these crimes and asked 
to rate how fearful they were of becoming a victim of each crime. Scoring used 
a Likert scale (1-5) with 1 indicating they were “strongly non-fearful” and 5 
indicating they were “Strongly fearful”. 
The minimum score for this scale was 12, (which would mean the 
individual in question was not at all fearful of personal victimisation in relation 
to the crimes mentioned) and the maximum score was 60 (indicating the 
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5.2.7  Intensity and Frequency of Fearfulness scale 
The fifth and final section is a small measure taken from Farrall et al. (2004) 
that is comprised of three questions designed to measure the intensity of an 
individual’s fear of crime within the last 12 months. 
The first question asked, “In the past year have you felt fearful about 
the possibility of becoming a victim of crime” where participants answer; “Yes”, 
“No” or “Do not remember”. If the participant answered “Yes” they were 
presented with two further questions, if they answer “No” or “Do not remember 
the survey ends. 
When answering “Yes” the participant answered two further questions; 
“If you answered ‘yes’ to the previous question (Question 1) how frequently 
have you felt this way in the past year?” to which they were required to answer 
and option ranging from “1 occasion” to “More than 10 occasions”. The second 
question of this section asked “If you answered ‘yes’ to question 1, on the last 
occasion how fearful did you feel?” where participants could rate how fearful 
they were using five answers that were scored using a more simple version of 
a Likert scale where 1 indicating they were “Not very fearful”, 2 indicated they 
chose “A little bit fearful”, 3 indicated they were “Quite fearful”, 4 meant they 
were “Very fearful” with 0 (which was recoded to remove anyone who’s 
experience was less intense causing anomalous results) meaning they chose 
“Cannot remember”. This section, like the previous, remains completely 
unchanged from phase one of this project. 
 
5.2.8  Procedure 
An information sheet gave participants instructions of how to fill out the 
questionnaire as well as the procedure that they should take if they wished for 
any reason to withdraw from the study at any time. 
This information sheet also provided information on how to answer 
each of the sections and told the participants that there would be further 
information at the start of each section specifically stating how to answer the 
section is related to. This also included the exclusion criterion, which was that 
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individuals must be over the age of 18, a resident of the UK and could not have 
been a victim of traumatic crime in the past. 
Phase two of this thesis began the iterative process of item generation 
and removal to improve the subscale’s construct breadth. To accomplish this, 
and to meet the overall aim of this project to create a measure capable of 
measuring an individual’s perceived risk of personal victimisation it was 
necessary to create a new and updated version of the Social and Community 
Perceptions Scale. The revisions would need to be more reliable and have a 
good level of both face and construct validity where the scale that was in the 
original paper had none of the above. The results for phase two generated a 
starting point for the final phase of research (phase three). 
 
5.2.9 Ethics and limitations 
This study obtained full University ethical approval as a part of the thesis 
process. As a part of the MMU PhD involved completion of the “RD1” form. 
Within this form was the information relating to the (at the time) potential study.  
Specifically, the RD1 checklist, which includeed all necessary 
documents for ethical approval. 
As the ethical approval cleared before the first phase of this thesis and 
as this project is entirely questionnaire based, additional scrutiny was not 
required. 
 
MMU ethics, governance and procedures can be accessed by the links below:  
 
 






Processes and Procedures 
  




As with the previous phase, phase two afforded participants the 
opportunity to create a unique identifier at the end of their survey, as well as 
the email address of the researcher in order to withdraw from the study at any 
time.  
 
5.2.10 Data analysis 
SPSS version 26 assessed the relationships between the variables. The 
program also coded variables as previously described to enable analysis and 
assessment of causes of fearfulness with the most meaningful ratios. 
To ensure meaningful comparisons within the data, participants of this 
study (n = 320) can form several groups due to the demographic section they 
filled out. The median age for phase two, is 27.5. This meant participants split 
into those aged 18-27 (n = 160) and those who are 28 and above (n = 160). 
With gender, the participants give a ratio of females (n = 222) and males 
(n = 98). 
When considering self-defined ethnicity, participants were able to 
define their ethnicity from the following categories; White (n = 232), Black (n = 
14), Asian (n = 20), Mixed ethnic background (n = 33), Prefer not to say (n = 
8) and Other (n = 13). Due to Nadal et al. (2015)’s suggestion that minorities 
would have a greater level of “fearfulness” this ratio breakdown to form more 
meaningful associations within these data. To accomplish this, the self-defined 
ethnicity category changed to “White” (n = 232) and “Not white” (n = 88), this 
separation used dummy coding. 
The breakdown of household composition includes; living in a major city 
(n = 106), those in a minor city (n = 76), those in a major town (n = 46), those 
in a small town (n = 75) and those who live in an isolated property or village (n 
= 17). Meaning a positive relationship with fear of personal victimisation would 
indicate the more secluded the living, the greater the perception of risk. A 
negative perception would be indicative that the larger the municipality the 
greater the risk becomes of being fearful of personal victimisation. 
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The participants who identified they were a student by indicating “yes” 
to the question whether they were a student or not (n = 144) and those that 
were not a student who selected “no” for the same question (n = 176). 
Those who selected “yes” (n = 144) indicated what level of study they 
had undertaken. Those who indicated they were a student were in the ratio; 
“undergraduate” (n = 109), and those who were a “postgraduate” (n = 35). 
Therefore, a positive relationship with the criterion variables would indicate 
that the higher the level of study the greater the individual suffers a fear of 
personal victimisation. 
The first stage of examining the relationships between the variables 
was to run PCA to determine if any subscales are present that could have a 
bearing on any kind of analysis that will take place. Correlations with 
established scales can determined whether the new items of the Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale are performing as one would expect them to. 
Following this, there was a phase of testing to determine the predictive 
power of the new Social and Community Perceptions Scale alongside the 
demographics and the original items to determine whether adding the new 
items has improved the ability of this measure overall to predict an individual’s 
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5.3 Results 
The analysis of phase two sought to refine the Social and Community 
Perceptions Scale using PCA. Following an iterative process of item removal 
this refined scale an investigation to determine how the measure related to the 
previously identified subscales of the Fear of Crime Scale took place. 
Exploring these relationships, alongside the predictive utility of the original 
Social and Community Perceptions Scale enabled an assessment of the 
predictive capacity of the refined measure in relation to fear of personal 
victimisation. 
Construct validity used established measures such as Hanslmaier et al. 
(2016) and correlation analysis to determine if the scale is scoring 
appropriately. 
 
5.3.1 Aims of phase two analysis 
As with the first phase, the aims of phase two’s analysis can be broken into 
two central themes (psychometric evaluation and correlational analysis) and 
are outlined as follows; 
1) To assess the psychometric properties of the measurement tools 
utilised and determine underlying factor structures utilising PCA. 
2) To assess the predictability of the demographic and sociological 
predictors to determine their impact on a fear of personal 
victimisation. 
The analysis was separated into these two aims in order to provide clarity 
throughout the results section. 
 
5.3.2 Descriptive statistics 
Below are a series of key predictors and their important descriptive statistics 
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 Table 1. Demographic variables and alpha reliability (N = 320). 
 
A maximum score for Attractivity, Power, Evil Intent or Criminalisable 
Space would indicate that the individual agreed completely with every item on 
the subscale. The mean scores indicate that individuals were more likely to be 
fearful of the given situations than non-fearful. Though a different number of 
items are present for each of the subscales the mean scores indicate that the 
most feared is the Attractivity subscale proportionately.  
A maximum score on the items from the BFI-2-xs would indicate that the 
individual surveyed scored highly for the trait that the items were attempting 
to measure. A minimum score would indicate that the individual did not score 
highly for that particular trait. The subscales associated with the BFI-2-xs are 
above their median values, with the most agreeable being items associated 
with “Open-Mindedness”. 
A maximum score of twenty-five on the Violence, Damage to Personal 
Property or a maximum score of ten on the Fraud subscale would indicate the 
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individual was strongly fearful of every crime associated with that subscale. A 
minimum score of five or two respectively would indicate they were not at all 
fearful of any crimes associated. The mean scores indicate that all subscales 
scored above their median value (meaning all were more feared than not 
feared). Of the subscales, the mean scores indicate that the Violence subscale 
is the most feared for this phase of analysis. 
For the most part the alpha scores are above the acceptable level of > 
.70, but several of the factors associated with the BFI-2-xs are below this level. 
These low scores are potentially due to the small number of items associated 
with the BFI-2-xs, which is a shorthand version of the BFI. This limitation may 
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5.3.3 Aim one 
The first aim of this phase of research was focused on the psychometric 
properties of the scales utilised. As the original 8-items of the Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale already had their properties assumed they 
were kept the same in order to maintain consistency with the original study 
(Mesko et al., 2004). The new items generated for the modified Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale were placed into an exploratory PCA in order 
to determine any underlying factor structure. 
The PCA of these items is summarised in the following flowchart. 
 
Figure 1. Flow chart summarising the PCA performed on items generated for 
phase two. 
 The psychometric properties were further assessed using convergent 
and divergent validity with scales from Hanslmaier et al. (2016)’s paper 
measuring life satisfaction and fear of crime. 
 
5.3.4 Factorability and reliability 
 Using PCA, analysis to explore the Fear of Crime Scale and associated 
subscales revealed the same factors as the previous stage, with the same 
variables making up the subscales as phase one. The descriptive statistics for 
this section indicate the Fraud subscale has a good level of internal 
consistency. Both the Violence and Damage to Personal Property subscales 
have a good level of internal consistency.  
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The eight items of the original Social and Community Perceptions Scale 
revealed a Cronbach’s Alpha score of .57, suggesting a low level of internal 
consistency and reliability (Cortina, 1993). 
When considering 38 items that remain as a part of the revised Social 
and Community Perceptions Scale reliability analysis revealed a Cronbach’s 
Alpha score of .93 for the scale overall, suggesting an excellent level of internal 
consistency and reliability (Cortina, 1993).  
This would suggest that the new scale is more reliable than the items 
of the original and has a greater internal consistency. 
When compared to the low reliability from the same scale in phase one, 
it would appear adding the extra items to each subscale has benefitted the 
scale as a whole and made the Social and Community Perceptions Scale 
more reliable as a measurement tool. 
Analysis conducted PCA with a Promax rotation with Kaiser 
Normalisation on the dataset to test the Social and Community Perceptions 
Scale and to reveal any underlying substructure. As there is expectation for 
factors to correlate PCA is an appropriate method. Analysis used the original 
four-factor solution from the original study to maintain consistency and 
generalisability. The cut off value for item loadings was set at .32 in 
accordance with the guidelines set out in Tabachnick and Fidell (2001). 
Removal of cross-loading items on this fixed four-factor structure ensures the 
strongest possible factor solution. 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s measure of sampling adequacy resulted in a 
value of .75 (which is above the commonly recommended .50), and Bartlett’s 
test of Sphericity was significant χ2 of 684.21 (df = 28, p < .001). Thus, these 
data were suitable for PCA due to having equal variances. Initial eigenvalues 
indicated that the first four factors accounted for 39.05%, 17.47%, 11.81% and 
8.94% of the variance respectively. There is support of the four-factor solution 
on the basis that the first four eigenvalues were both noticeably larger than the 
rest and because they accumulatively accounted for 77.27% of variance, 
which is acceptable according to Hair et al. (2010).  
For the revised scale, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s test of sampling adequacy 
resulted in a value of .90 (> than the commonly recommended .50), and 
Bartlett’s test of Sphericity was significant χ2 of 6134.85 (df = 703, p < .001) 
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so the sample is factorable due to having equal variances.  
Initial eigenvalues indicated that the four factors accounted for 29.51%, 
9.81%, 6.28% and 4.59% of the variance respectively. The four-factor solution 
accounted for 50.21% of variance. The complete breakdown of the items and 
their loading scores is available in the appendices (pp. 311-313). 
The 17 items of the newly generated Criminalisable Space subscale 
had a Cronbach’s alpha of .92, which reveals an excellent level of reliability 
(Cortina, 1993). The 10 items of the newly generated Evil Intent subscale 
revealed a Cronbach’s alpha of .87, which reveals a good level of reliability 
(Cortina, 1993). The 7 items of the newly generated Attractivity subscale 
reveal a Cronbach’s alpha of .80, which reveals an acceptable level of 
reliability (Cortina, 1993). The 4 items of the newly generated Power subscale 
revealed a Cronbach’s alpha of .74, which reveals an acceptable level of 
reliability (Cortina, 1993). 
 
5.3.5 Convergent and divergent validity 
In order to establish convergent validity of the revised Social and Community 
Perceptions Scale the analysis included Pearson’s correlations. This included 
an investigation into correlations of the original subscales of the Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale, the revised scale and the Life Satisfactions 
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Table 2. Correlations between the new Social and Community Perceptions 
and original Social and Community Perceptions Scale with an established 
measure. 
 
Using the subscales from Hanslmaier et al. (2016) there is clear 
evidence of convergent validity for three of the newly generated subscales. 
The power subscale clearly needs further revision in order to refine the scale 
and assure the subscale is a valid measurement tool. 
The investigation also explores interactions of the revised Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale using correlation analysis in relation to the 
original Social and Community Perceptions Scale from van der Wurff et al. 
(1989). This analysis sought to further establish convergent validity in the new 
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Table 3. Correlations of the original subscales from van der Wurff et al. (1989) 
Social and Community Perceptions with the updated Social and Community 
Perceptions subscales. 
 
The new subscales seem to correlate well with the previous iteration, 
meaning there is evidence of convergent validity for the newly revised 
subscales. 
The final correlation analysis on the revised Social and Community 
Perceptions Scale sought to establish divergent validity with the BFI-2-xs. This 
will enable an assessment as to whether the scale performed in the way one 
would expect.  
Note EYS = Extraversion, AGREE = Agreeableness, CON = 
Conscientiousness, NEUR = Negative emotionality, OPEN = Open-
Mindedness. 
Table 4. Associations between the revised Social and Community 
Perceptions subscales and the BFI-2-xs. 
 
The significant negative correlations imply that there is some evidence 
of divergent validity within the newly generated subscales. This, alongside the 
convergent validity already established, can provide evidence that the scale 
  
Perceptions of Fear of Personal Victimisation: A General Population Study 125 
generated is a valid measurement tool. This is true for both divergent and 
convergent validity dimensions. 
 
5.3.6 Aim two 
The second aim for phase two’s analysis was based around the correlational 
design of the overall thesis and attempted to determine the variables that have 
the most significant impact on a fear of personal victimisation.  
Multiple hierarchical regression was used to test for the predictability of 
fear of personal victimisation entering the demographic variables at stage one, 
the four subscales of the Social and Community Perceptions Scale suggested 
by Mesko et al. (2004) at stage two and the new subscales from the items 
generated for phase two at stage three. 
The regression is summarised in the diagram included in figure 2. 
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Figure 2. Summary of the regression model utilised for the analysis of phase 
two. 
 
5.3.7 Regression analysis 
To maintain consistency with the previous phase of research phase two’s 
analysis placed data into multiple hierarchical regression. Statistical tests 
ensure a multiple hierarchical regression is a valid means of analysis for these 
data. Tests included examination of assumptions of absence of outliers, 
multicollinearity, independent errors, homoscedasticity and linearity of data. 
The analysis of standard residuals showed that these data contained no 
outliers for the Violence subscale (Std. Residual Min = -2.88, Std. Residual 
Max = 2.78), Damage to Personal Property subscale (Std. Residual Min = -
2.52, Std. Residual Max = 3.04), Fraud subscale (Std. Residual Min = -2.91, 
Std. Residual Max = 3.34) and overall Fear of Crime Scale (Std. Residual Min 
= -2.71, Std. Residual Max = 3.47). 
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 Collinearity tests indicated that these data met the assumption of no 
multicollinearity at phase one (gender, Tolerance = .99, VIF = 1.02; age, 
Tolerance = .94, VIF = 1.06; ethnicity, Tolerance = .89, VIF = 1.12, area of 
residence Tolerance = .92, VIF = 1.08). 
Phase two (gender, Tolerance = .84, VIF = 1.20; age, Tolerance = .84, 
VIF = 1.19; ethnicity, Tolerance = .87, VIF = 1.15, area of residence Tolerance 
= .92, VIF = 1.08, Criminalisable Space original, Tolerance = .70, VIF = 1.43, 
Evil Intent original, Tolerance = .77, VIF = 1.30, Power original, Tolerance = 
.88, VIF = 1.13 and Attractivity original, Tolerance = .79, VIF = 1.27). 
 Phase three (gender, Tolerance = .77, VIF = 1.30; age, Tolerance = 
.82, VIF = 1.21; ethnicity, Tolerance = .77, VIF = 1.30, area of residence 
Tolerance = .88, VIF = 1.14, Criminalisable Space original, Tolerance = .48, 
VIF = 2.10, Evil Intent original, Tolerance = .51, VIF = 1.97, Power original, 
Tolerance = .70, VIF = 1.43 Attractivity original, Tolerance = .62, VIF = 1.63, 
Criminalisable Space revised, Tolerance = .34, VIF = 2.93, Evil Intent revised, 
Tolerance = .33, VIF = 2.99, Attractivity revised, Tolerance = .69, VIF = 1.46 
and Power revised, Tolerance = .49, VIF = 2.03).  
These data met the assumption of independent errors for the Violence 
subscale (Durbin-Watson = 1.83) Damage to Personal Property subscale 
(Durbin-Watson = 1.78), Fraud subscale (Durbin-Watson = 2.18) and overall 
Fear of Crime Scale (Durbin-Watson = 1.89). Finally, the scatterplot of 
standard residuals indicated that these data met the assumptions of linearity 
and homoscedasticity. 
Analysis ensured the opportunity to compare results of the revised 
scale with the both the previous phase of research and the original scale. This 
analysis included four three-stage hierarchical regressions. This regression 
added the demographic predictors in stage one, the original factors of the 
Social and Community Perceptions Scale (van der Wurff et al., 1989) in stage 
two and the new subscales for the revised Social and Community Perceptions 
Scale in stage three. The original items of the Social and Community 
Perceptions Scale were not included in the item pool making up the subscales 
entered in at the third stage of the regression analysis and were entered in the 
original 8-item iteration at stage 2. This approach was consistent with the 
original study (Mesko et al., 2004; van der Wurff et al., 1989). 
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Table 5. Hierarchical regressions with demographics entered at step 1 and 
van der Wurff et al. (1989) subscales entered at step 2 and revised 
subscales at step 3. 
 
 
Table 6. Beta scores for hierarchical regressions with demographics entered 
at step 1 and van der Wurff et al. (1989) subscales entered at step 2 and 
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Table 7. Showing % of variance predicted at each stage of regression according to 
R2 score 
 
5.3.8  Fear of Crime total 
The first of the four regressions featured the total score generated from the 
Fear of Crime Scale as the criterion variable. At stage one, with the 
demographics in the equation, R2adj = .19, F (4, 315) = 20.246, p < .001. 
Gender, (β = .21, t = 4.08, p < .001) and ethnicity (β = .23, t = 4.35, p < .001) 
were both positively related to a fear of crime overall. Age was a significant 
negative predictor for the overall score for fear of crime (β = -28, t = -5.42, p < 
.001), meaning those who were younger were more likely to be fearful of crime 
than those who were older. 
At stage two with the equation R2adj = .42, F (8, 311) = 29.90, p < .001. 
Gender (β = .17, t = 3.63, p < .001) and ethnicity (β = .15, t = 3.27, p < .05). 
This finding supports Dobbs et al. (2009) in females reporting a higher level of 
overall fearfulness of crime overall. With the further addition of Criminalisable 
space (β = .41, t = 8.04, p < .001) and Power (β = .17, t = 3.56, p < .001) as 
significant positive predictors. Meaning higher scores on these subscales 
predict a higher overall level in relation to fear of crime. Age remained a 
significant negative predictor of fear of crime overall (β = -.13, t = -2.81, p < 
.05)  
At stage three, R2adj = .65, F (12, 307) = 51.189, p < .001. There was 
little change for the interaction between demographic predictors with the total 
fear of crime score. Gender (β = .13, t = 3.54, p < .001) and ethnicity (β = .08, 
t = 2.08, p < .05). The newly added subscales provided three significant 
positive predictors, with the revised Criminalisable Space (β = .58, t = 10.28, 
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p < .001), revised Evil Intent (β = .16, t = 2.78, p < .05) and revised Power (β 
= .11, t = 2.73, p < .05) all showing evidence that a higher score for these 
subscales indicated a higher overall fear of crime. 
 
5.3.9  Violence subscale 
The second regression featured the Violence subscale from the Fear of Crime 
Scale as the criterion variable. With the equation at stage one, R2adj = .22, F 
(4, 315) = 23.786, p < .001. The predictors that shared a positive relationship 
with violent crime were, gender (β = .19, t = 3.73, p < .001) and ethnicity (β = 
.21, t = 4.05, p < .001). This finding supports the Dobbs et al. (2009)’s 
assumption that those who are female would be more fearful of violent crime. 
This regression also supports the finding that those who are in the “not white” 
category for ethnicity would be more fearful of violent crime than those who 
were white. These predictors were also the most significant predictors for 
phase one’s data. In a further similarity age was a significant negative 
predictor (β = -.34, t = -6.73, p < .001). 
At stage two, R2adj = .42, F (8, 311) = 30.273, p < .001. Gender (β = 
.13, t = 2.82, p < .05) and ethnicity (β = .14, t = 2.97, p < .001) remained 
significant positive predictors of fear of violent crime. With the further addition 
of Criminalisable Space (β = .39, t = 7.64, p < .001) and Evil Intent (β = .118, 
t = 2.43, p < .05) as significant positive predictors. Age, (β = -.19, t = -4.13, p 
< .001) shares a significant negative relationship with fear of violent crime. 
At stage three, R2adj = .56, F (12, 307) = 35.611, p < .001. Gender (β 
= .11, t = 2.67, p < .001) and a high score on the Criminalisable Space 
subscale (β = .11, t = 2.06, p < .05) remained significant positive predictors of 
a fear of violent crime. With the further addition of the revised subscales a high 
score on the revised Criminalisable Space (β = .47, t = 7.41, p < .001) and 
revised Evil Intent (β = .22, t = 3.38, p < .05) subscales were significant positive 
predictors of a fear of violent crime.  
 
  
Perceptions of Fear of Personal Victimisation: A General Population Study 131 
5.3.10 Damage to Personal Property subscale 
The third regression included the “Damage to Personal Property” subscale as 
the criterion variable. With the equation at stage one R2adj = .22, F (4, 315) = 
23.786, p < .001. The significant positive predictors included; gender (β = .15, 
t = 2.82, p < .05), ethnicity (β = .20, t = 3.65, p < .001) and location of residence 
(β = .11, t = 3.65, p < .001). Age was a significant negative predictor (β = -.24, 
t = -4.54, p < .001), indicating the lower age groups were more fearful of 
violence than those who were older.  
Stage two, with the equation R2adj = .36, F (8, 311) = 23.151, p < .001. 
gender (β = .12, t = 2.51, p < .05), ethnicity (β = .12, t = 2.47, p < .05) and 
location of residence (β = .10, t = 2.13, p < .001), were significant positive 
predictors. With the further addition of Criminalisable Space (β = .40, t = 7.38, 
p < .001) and Power (β = .20, t = 3.95, p < .001) as significant positive 
predictors. Age, (β = -.10, t = -2.06, p < .05) remained the only significant 
negative predictor of fear of damage to personal property. 
 At stage three, R2adj = .63, F (12, 307) = 35.611, p < .001. Gender (β 
= .08, t = 2.01, p < .05) and a high score on the Power subscale (β = .081, t = 
1.99, p < .05) remained significant positive predictors of a fear. With the further 
addition of the revised subscales analysis revealed that a high score on the 
revised Criminalisable Space (β = .58, t = 9.98, p < .001), revised Power (β = 
.20, t = 4.76, p < .001), and revised Evil Intent (β = .14, t = 2.33, p < .05) 
subscales were significant positive predictors of a fearfulness.  
 
5.3.11  Fraud subscale 
The fourth regression featured the “Fraud” subscale as the criterion variable. 
With the equation at stage one R2adj = .07, F (4, 315) = 6.763, p < .001. With 
gender (β = .23, t = 4.28, p < .001) and ethnicity (β = .17, t = 3.01, p < .05) 
identified as significant positive predictors of fearfulness of fraud.  
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At stage two, R2adj = .12, F (8, 311) = 6.445, p < .001. Gender (β = 
.24, t = 4.20, p < .001) and ethnicity (β = .17, t = 3.01, p < .05) were significant 
predictors of fear of fraud. Of the added subscales, Criminalisable Space (β = 
.18, t = 2.88, p < .05) and Power (β = .18, t = 2.96, p < .05) were significant 
positive predictors for fear of fraudulent crime. Evil Intent (β = -.14, t = -2.36, 
p < .05) was a significant negative predictor. 
 Stage three, R2adj = .25, F (12, 307) = 9.785, p < .001. There was little 
change in predictors for fear of fraud as gender (β = .21, t = 3.73, p < .001) 
and ethnicity (β = .12, t = 2.10, p < .05). Age (β = .11, t = 2.06, p < .05) was a 
positive predictor at this stage. With the further addition of the newly revised 
subscales also provided two significant positive predictors, with the revised 
Criminalisable Space (β = .42, t = 4.99, p < .001) and revised Power (β = .22, 
t = 3.70, p < .001) both showing evidence that a higher score for these 
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5.4 Phase two discussion 
The results of phase two showed an improvement (in reliability and validity) to 
those from phase one. Adding more items to the Social and Community 
Perceptions Scale has improved its predictability relating to fear of personal 
victimisation (Huffman et al., 2008).  
The following section contains a discussion regarding the interactions 
between the socio-demographic variables, revised Social and Community 
Perceptions Scale, convergent validity measures and the Fear of Crime Scale 
from phase two. 
This chapter includes discussion of the limitations of the analysis 
conducted in phase two regarding how to tackle and overcome these issues 
in the third and final phase of this research project.  
 
5.4.1 PCA analysis 
This phase of the thesis (phase two) used PCA to assess the number of factors 
present within both the Fear of Crime Scale and the revised Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale. 
Regarding the Fear of Crime Scale, items loaded similarly to the way 
they loaded for phase one of this project. This evidences the Fear of Crime 
Scale showing itself to be capable of producing results in a replicable study 
when necessary (Williamson et al., 2013). 
The revised Social and Community Perceptions Scale showed a more 
reliable substructure than what was present as a result of the data collection 
from phase one (Nevo, 1985). Following the iterative process of removing 
items that cross load the Cronbach’s alpha scores of the subscales were much 
higher than the same factor structure from the previous phase of research 
(Cortina, 1993). This indicated that adding more items has provided a factor 
solution more capable of measuring the Social and Community Perceptions of 
participants than the 8-item structure proposed by van der Wurff et al. (1989) 
(Mesko et al., 2004). This result also revealed that the measure has 
progressed in the right direction in terms of its reliability although two of the 
four subscales require more items to strengthen their factor solution (at 
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present there are a limited number of items on both). Due to the lower scores 
generated during PCA for the “Power” and “Attractivity” subscales, the scales 
need further refinement at the end of phase two. Following PCA “Power” and 
“Attractivity” retained fewer items than anticipated. Phase three repeated the 
process of item generation to expand the construct breadth of these subscales 
and to create a stronger factor solution (Huffman et al., 2008). This enabled 
the inclusion of CFA during the third phase to confirm the factor structure that 
emerged (Huffman et al., 2008). 
 
5.4.2 Results of convergent and divergent validity 
The items of the revised Social and Community Perceptions Scale correlated 
more significantly with the convergent validity measure taken from 
(Hanslmaier et al., 2016) than the original 8-item scale. This confirms the new 
factor structure tests more highly for validity than the original scale. This 
provides further evidence for the refined scale improving with the new updates 
in terms of its ability to measure the reasoning behind individuals having an 
increased fear of personal victimisation (Nevo, 1985). 
 The refined measure also correlated with the items from the Fear of 
Crime Scale and its subscales more significantly than the original measure, 
suggesting that the measure was valid in relation to convergent validity (Nevo, 
1985). The newly altered subscales of the social and community perceptions 
scale also correlate negatively with subscales from the BFI-2-xs suggesting 
some form of divergent validity can be established (nevo, 1985). 
 This, once again, provided evidence the refined measure is more valid in 
measuring fear of personal victimisation than the original 8-item measure from 
van der Wurff et al. (1989). 
 
5.4.3 Results of regression analysis 
The Beta scores showed little change in the relationship between the Fear of 
Crime Scale and demographic predictors from the previous phase. However, 
results for phase two highlighted an interesting relationship between age and 
fear of personal victimisation, with results suggesting those who were younger 
  
Perceptions of Fear of Personal Victimisation: A General Population Study 135 
were more likely to be fearful of crime overall, violent crime and about damage 
to their personal property. This indicated that Barbaret et al. (2004)’s 
suggestion that those who were older would reduce their fearfulness by 
limiting their own self-perceived risk is likely to be accurate. Phase one also 
revealed this result, however, it was more prevalent here. Within this dataset 
those who were younger feared crime more than those who were older. It is 
important to note, the mean age of those surveyed at this stage was higher, 
therefore the effect suggested by Barbaret et al. (2004) would be more visible 
than at the previous stage (where the sample had a lower mean age). Findings 
are consistent with Jackson (2009) who suggested that those who were older 
would be more fearful of fraudulent crime. 
Taking into account, for example, the Violence subscale and its 
regression analysis, in the previous phase the predictability was 35.7%, which 
is comparable to the 43.8% of variances predicted by the same (8) items in 
phase two. When adding the revised Social and Community Perceptions Scale 
the percentage of variance explained increased to 58.2% which was 
significantly higher than the first stage and the variance accounted for in 
Mesko et al. (2004).  
When compared to the threshold of 24% of variance predicted by van 
der Wurff et al. (1989) and 25% by the demographics of Lavrakas (1982) it 
was clear the level of improvement of the Social and Community Perceptions 
Scale. The Fraud subscale is closest to the 25% (around 27% of variances 
explained) but the other subscales were significantly higher (the lowest being 
58.2% of variance accounted for). The 8-item iteration has not been capable 
of predictability of an individual facet of fearfulness in analysis. 
When compared to its use by Mesko et al. (2004) the scale was more 
useful in predicting fear of crime with the expansion of its item breadth at the 
end of phase two. To continue this improvement phase three required further 
item generation to refine the subscales and improve their construct breadth 
(Huffman et al., 2008). This involved strengthening the subscales that had a 
weaker factor structure by adding similar items that fit what the subscale was 
trying to measure to create a more robust measure that will perform better in 
parametric testing and regression analysis (Huffman et al., 2008; Mesko et al., 
2004). 
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As previously described, there was an issue with the subscales 
generated as a result of this phase (MacCallum et al., 1996). Though two of 
the four subscales generated provided an excellent number of items, the last 
two components of the PCA had scarcely any in comparison. 
The next phase of the research needs to address the subscales’ 
predictability, which phase two’s analysis has weakened (McDonald, 1985). 
From phase one to phase two the revised Social and Community Perceptions 
Scale has improved when considering predictability of variance, reliability and 
validity (Mesko et al., 2004; Nevo, 1985). This provides an excellent starting 
point for phase three to generate items with the view of creating a final 
structure of the Fear of Victimisation Scale. 
 
5.5 Future research and limitations 
Phase three contributed to these developments by adding more items to the 
weaker subscales that emerged as a result of the iterative process which 
eliminated a significant number of cross-loading items (Huffman et al., 2008). 
These new items will further bridge the final gap between the Social and 
Community Perceptions subscales and their predictability of fear of personal 
victimisation (Mesko et al., 2004). Following some testing to confirm any 
findings, this methodology provided a working model in line with the aims of 
this doctoral thesis (McDonald, 1985). 
The final phase of this research project involved one final phase of PCA 
to, once again, eliminate items that are anomalous or do not provide any 
additional structure to the subscales of the final Fear of Personal Victimisation 
Scale (Mesko et al., 2004; Nevo, 1985). This demonstrated the development 
of this thesis and assessed the legitimacy of the new scale and its subsequent 
subscales. This, in turn, further informs the new fear of personal victimisation 
measure and fulfils the aims of this thesis. 
At this stage (phase two), three of the four subscales (Attractivity, Evil 
Intent and Criminalisable Space) performed as one would expect concerning 
internal consistency and validity (convergent) (MacCallum et al., 1996). The 
Power subscale was still failing to perform in many of the statistical tests. This 
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was due to the low number of items (MacCallum et al., 1996). In terms of 
reliability, validity and predictability of a fear of personal victimisation the 
revised Social and Community Perceptions Scale performed better than the 
original 8-item Social and Community Perceptions Scale and therefore adding 
more items to strengthen the weaker subscales was the necessary next step 
in fulfilling the overall aims of this thesis (Mesko et al., 2004). 
The revised Criminalisable Space subscale performed the best of the 
four subscales in terms of predictability. It was also the largest of the four 
subscales in terms of the number of items in the factor solution that emerged 
in the PCA (MacCallum et al., 1996). This is further evidence that the best 
course of action was to add more items to the subscales that were not as 
useful in terms of their predictability at the end of phase two (the revised Power 
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5.6 Conclusion 
Overall the revised measure performed promisingly during phase two. 
Following on from phase one of this project the analysis focused generating 
items that would fit the four-factor system suggested by the original paper by 
van der Wurff et al. (1989). 
Phase two accomplished this by calculating the means of the items 
created to be a part of the subscales for this phase, then placing the items 
from the updated Social and Community Perceptions Scale into PCA. This 
proved to be unsuccessful, as items would cross-load on multiple components. 
The analysis included removal of cross-loading items in order to obtain the 
strongest factor structure (Huffman et al., 2008).  
An iterative process repeated this procedure several times which 
removed items that would not represent a single factor but would represent 
multiple facets of the Social and Community Perceptions Scale. This led items 
to cross load on several subscales (Huffman et al., 2008). The iterative 
process of eliminating cross-loading items, resulted in a solution where all 
items were representative of a single component rather than two or three. 
Though some of the components possessed a good number of items, 
the final two subscales (Power and Attractivity) were lacking in the frequency 
of their items (Nevo, 1985). 
Using the items that remained as a part of the underlying substructure 
as a basis (so as to maintain conceptual clarity), phase three would generate 
more items before repeating the iterative process of item removal using PCA 
and CFA. Generation of new items used the definitions from Mesko et al. 
(2004) to ensure subscales maintained conceptual clarity. This was to 
continue the aims of the overall thesis. 
These new items form the basis of the final iteration of the Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale (later named the Fear of Personal Victimisation 
Scale) and used correlation analysis with the eight original items from the van 
der Wurff et al. (1989) original research paper to assess their convergent 
validity. Following this, CFA investigated whether items generated represent 
each of the original subscales suitably and whether the new Fear of Personal 
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Victimisation Scale has a suitable factor structure following the overall aims of 
this thesis. 
These data will be analysed allowing for additional development in the 
Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale in a way that will assess the legitimacy 
subscales by generating new facets of fearfulness. This will inform the Fear of 
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Chapter 6: Phase three - Refining and validating the fear of personal 
victimisation measure 
6.1 Phase three: Refining and validating the fear of personal 
victimisation measure (general overview) 
6.1.1 Introduction and background to phase three 
The design of phase three implemented necessary changes following phase 
two. Phase three started by extending on the PCA conducted on the Social 
and Community Perceptions Scale in phase two by generating further items to 
the scale’s subscales and running a further exploratory PCA. This involved a 
final data collection period following the generation of new items based on 
those that survived the iterative process of elimination from phase two. 
Following PCA, this phase utilises Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to 
confirm the factor structure of the items that remained as a part of the newly 
generated subscales following item removal. The 33-items that emerged from 
CFA form the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale.  
To examine the predictive power of the final factor solution, following 
CFA phase three concluded with a final hierarchical regression analysis with 
the demographic predictors from phase two entered at stage one, the original 
8-item Social and Community Perceptions Scale (van der Wurff et al., 1989) 
at stage two and the Fear of Victimisation Scale entered at stage three. 
CFA is a powerful asset when establishing a measurement tool 
(MacCallum et al., 1996). CFA can tightly account for error where PCA cannot 
(MacCallum et al., 1996). The basic principle of CFA is to verify the factor 
structure of a set of observed variables (MacCallum et al., 1996). CFA allows 
the testing of a hypothesis to establish a relationship between observed 
variables and their underlying latent structure (MacCallum et al., 1996). CFA 
can more emphatically state that this latent structure exists within the observed 
variables. 
Though this method requires support from previous research, the 
method confirmed the underlying structure of the new Fear of Personal 
Victimisation Scale. The selection of CFA is based on previous work by van 
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der Wurff et al. (1989) suggesting an unconfirmed four-factor solution. This 
structure formed the basis of formulating the items during the revisions to the 
scale at each iteration. CFA is capable of confirming this factor structure is 
appropriate for the scale (MacCallum et al., 1996). 
CFA also requires the researcher to know which items load on each 
factor, which was another reason the method is beneficial to confirm the latent 
factor structure (Morgado et al., 2018). The items generated loaded on the 
expected subscales following a PCA on these data, meaning CFA was an 
appropriate means of confirming the underlying factor structure of the third 
phase’s revised scale. 
The benefit of utilising CFA was that it could confirm the underlying 
factor structure and, in doing so, confirm the measurement tool fulfilled the 
overall aims of the current thesis (MacCallum et al., 1996). 
Following CFA, the items that remained formed the new scale, a 
measurement tool designed to assess the underlying causes that will increase 
a fear of personal victimisation. The items that remain from CFA will form the 
new “Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale” (33 items). 
 
6.1.2 Item Generation 
Following the analysis of phase two item generation was necessary to expand 
on the construct breadth of the subscales to further refine the measurement 
tool. 
In the same methodology adopted for phase two, this involved creating 
items utilising the definitions for the four subscales provided by van der Wurff 
et al. (1989) and Mesko et al. (2004) in a similar approach utilised in phase 
two. An item pool was generated in order to allow for items to be eliminated 
and continue the iterative process of item removal for cross loading items. This 
methodology enabled a great amount of detail to be taken in maintaining the 
conceptual clarity of subscales, which is an issue based upon the definitions 
provided leading to items cross loading on multiple subscales.  
This facilitated expansion of the construct breadth of each of the 
subscales without allowing the limitation of the subscales providing potentially 
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similar items having an impact on the conceptual clarity. Phase three used 
CFA to further improve the conceptual clarity of the subscales and to eliminate 
any items that did not fit the factor structure appropriately. 
 
6.2 Methodology and Research Design 
To maintain consistency with the previous phases of this thesis the same 
correlational design was utilised in the final phase of research.  
Predictor variables; 
The predictor variables of the final phase of this thesis were the socio-
demographic variables from the second phase of research, the original items 
from the Social and Community Perceptions Scale and the items that consist 
of the new Fear of Personal Victimisation.  
Criterion variables;  
The criterion variables of this phase of research were the overall score 
of the Fear of Crime Scale and its subscales. 
Hierarchical regression investigates the relationships between these 
variables determine whether the generated Fear of Personal Victimisation 
Scale has improved in its ability to predict scores on the Fear of Crime Scale. 
 
6.2.1 Participants 
For phase three of this thesis, 331 participants completed the questionnaire. 
Ages ranged from 18-88 years with a mean (M) of 32.89 and standard 
deviation (SD) of 13.65. 72.2% (239) were female and 27.8% (92) were male. 
Female ages ranged from 18-71 years, M = 30.93, SD = 12.33; Male ages 
ranged from 18-88 years, M = 38.00, SD = 15.54. 
Utilisation of snowball sampling recruited participants. The inclusion 
criteria of this study were simply to be a resident of the UK and to be over the 
age of 18. Potential responders had inclusion criteria signposted to them 
throughout the advertisement process. Those who did not meet the age limit 
had their answers removed from the final sample. Exclusion criteria of this 
phase of the research were to not meet the inclusion criteria, meaning they 
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were; a past victim of traumatic crime, below the age of 18 and/or not a 
resident of the UK at the time of completion.  
 
6.2.2 Measures 
The third phase of research consisted of six sections. A demographic section 
similar to the one used during phase two of the research. This further enabled 
inclusion of the main predictors of fear of personal victimisation in the analysis 
to determine any relationships between these demographic variables and 
fearfulness. Once again, this also enabled the anonymity of participants as no 
information collected could directly identify anyone. 
 
6.2.3 Victimisation measures, fear of crime and life satisfaction  
Just as in phase two, the survey included a measure taken from Hanslmaier 
et al. (2016) as the second scale for this phase of the research. As this is an 
established measure its inclusion is solely for convergent validity testing, the 
measure will remain unaltered from phase two and the original study. 
For this reason, the scoring on a Likert scale (1-7) enabled participants 
to identify the levels to which they believed in their opinion crime trends had 
altered in the given time frame. A score of 1 indicated they believe the crime 
has “Become much rarer” and 7 meaning they felt the crime had “Become 
much more frequent” in the 10-year time frame given. 
This scale has a maximum score of 28, which would indicate the 
participant believes the crime trends in the UK are much worse than they were 
ten years ago. The lowest score possible, 4, would indicate that the crime 
trends in the participants’ opinion had decreased in the same time frame. 
The first section featured three sets of questions asking participants to 
rate on a five-point Likert scale their experiences with their self-perceived risk 
of victimisation. The first allows participants to say the precautions they take 
when they go about their daily lives. Scoring used a Likert scale (1-5) where 
selecting 1 meant they “Never” take the precaution and 5 meaning they 
“Always” do what the statement says to protect themselves from crime. The 
lowest score of 8 indicated the individual never takes any precautions to 
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protect themselves from crime and the maximum score of 40 indicated the 
individual would take every precaution mentioned to protect themselves from 
being the victim of a crime. 
The second section allows individuals surveyed to identify how often 
they have certain worries, rated on a Likert scale (1-5) where selecting 1 meant 
they “Never” worry about the crime mentioned and 5 meaning they “Always” 
worry about becoming the victim of the crime described. The minimum score 
from 6 from this section indicated the individual never worries about each of 
the crimes, where the maximum score of 30 would mean they were always 
worrying about crime. 
The third and final section from the Hanslmaier et al. (2016) paper 
allowed individuals to state how likely they were to become the victim of each 
of the 6 crimes presented to them, these were the same items from the second 
section.  
Once again, scoring of these items used a Likert scale (1-5) and 
allowed individuals to rate how likely they feel it is that, in their own opinion, 
they will become the victim of each crime within the next twelve months. On 
this Likert scale a score of 1 indicated that an individual felt it was “Very 
unlikely” they would be a victim and a score of 5 meaning they felt it was “Very 
likely” they would be the victim of the crime within the next twelve months. 
The lowest possible score of 6 for these items would indicate the 
individual thought it was extremely unlikely they would be the victim of a crime 
in the next 12 months, the maximum score would mean the individual was 
convinced it was likely they would be a victim of the crimes listed within 12 
months of taking the survey. 
As these items are from the same paper and all statements are worded 
negatively the scores can be combined. The lowest possible score for these 
sections is 20 (indicating the individual would be less worried, take fewer 
precautions and generally be less fearful of being a victim). The highest score 
of 100 (meaning they took every precaution as they felt they would be the 
victim of a crime within the next twelve months). 
According to Hanslmaier et al. (2016) the Cronbach’s alpha score for the 
“Affective Scale” .87 and the “Cognitive Scale” .89. Hanslmaier et al. (2016) 
indicated these scores were “satisfactory”. 
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6.2.4 Social and Community Perceptions Scale 
The original 8 items from van der Wurff et al. (1989)’s Social and Community 
Perceptions Scale were presented to participants to compare them to results 
obtained from the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale in terms of predicting 
fear of personal victimisation. 
This, as in phase one was an unchanged version of the 8-item scale 
developed by van der Wurff et al. for the 1989 paper “Fear of Crime in 
Residential Environments: Testing a Socio-Psychological Model”.  
By presenting those surveyed with several statements such as “I think 
that people are jealous of me”, “I generally stay clear of rows/arguments” and 
“I generally trust strangers” the scale seeks to explore how uncomfortable 
individuals would be with certain situations. Participants then rated how 
strongly they agree with each of these statements. Scoring employed a Likert 
scale (1-5) ranging from 1, which indicated individuals “strongly disagree” to 5 
indicating that an individual “strongly agrees”. The lowest score on the Social 
and Community Perceptions Scale was 8 with the highest score being 40. 
 
6.2.5 Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale 
Phase two of this thesis comprised of addition of items to the Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale. The concept improved the scale’s reliability, 
validity and predictability of fear of personal victimisation. Following on from 
the results of phase two 38 items remained, during phase three addition of a 
further 22 items strengthen some of the weaker subscales. The (4) items that 
were a part of the original Social and Community Perceptions Scale were 
removed so they could be placed into the original scale which has been run 
separately. 
 56 items remained for PCA analysis. PCA suggested 13 cross-loading 
items which would weaken the factor structure. CFA assessed the 43 
remaining items to determine any that did not contribute to the underlying 
factor structure. CFA identified a further 10 items for removal to strengthen the 
underlying factor structure. Before hierarchical regression an iterative process 
of item removal took place.  
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This left a total of 33 items as a part of the Fear of Personal 
Victimisation Scale. The scale, utilises the same Likert scale (1-5) as the 
original study. Where a score of 1, indicated individuals “strongly disagree” 
and 5 representing “strongly agree” for each statement. The Fear of Personal 
Victimisation Scale now has a maximum score of 165 and a minimum score 
of 33. To maintain consistency with the original scale and in order to enable 
comparisons between the two, the same four subscales from the original 
Social and Community Perceptions Scale were utilised. Section 6.3 comprises 
of the breakdown of the iterative process of item removal in the analysis of 
phase three’s data. 
 
6.2.6 Fear of Crime Scale 
To maintain consistency with both previous phases of this research project, 
the penultimate section was the Fear of Crime Scale that has been adapted 
from the 12 commonly feared crimes from the National Crime Survey of 
England and Wales (UK Office for National Statistics, 2016). 
To get the maximum level of comparison in relation to how the Fear of 
Personal Victimisation Scale performs compared to previous phases, the Fear 
of Crime Scale will remain the same as in the previous phases of research. 
This scale presented participants with each of these crimes and asked 
them to rate how fearful they were of becoming a victim of each crime. Scoring 
took advantage of a Likert scale (1-5). 1 indicated participants were “strongly 
non-fearful” and 5 indicating they were “Strongly fearful”. 
As previously, the minimum score for this scale was 12, (which would 
mean the individual in question was not at all fearful the crimes listed) and the 
maximum score was 60 (indicating the individual was very fearful of these 
crimes). 
 
6.2.7 Intensity and Frequency of Fearfulness Scale 
The final section of this study will also remain unchanged from previous 
phases. This section is three simple questions from Farrall et al. (2004), which 
asked an individual whether they have been fearful over the last 12 months. 
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If they answered “yes” the participant continued to the two further 
questions of the scale. The first was how frequently they have felt this crime, 
to which they report between “1 occasion” and “more than 10 occasions”. The 
second asked how intense this fearfulness was on the last occasion they 
experienced it. A Likert scale rated this final question where a score of 1 
indicated they were “Not very fearful”, 2 indicated they chose “A little bit 
fearful”, 3 indicated they were “Quite fearful”, 4 means they were “Very fearful” 
with 0 (which was recoded to remove anyone who’s experience was less 
intense causing anomalous results) meaning they chose “Cannot remember”. 
 
6.2.8 Procedure 
An information sheet presented to participants gave them instructions of how 
to fill out the questionnaire as well as the procedure that they should take if 
they wished for any reason to withdraw from the study at any time. 
This information sheet also provided information on how to answer 
each of the sections and told the participants that there would be further 
information at the start of each section specifically stating how to answer the 
section is related to. This included the exclusion criterion of this phase of the 
research which was that those participating must be over the age of 18, must 
be a resident of the UK and could not be a past victim of crime. A full version 
of this information is available in the appendices along with the complete 
questionnaire presented to participants (pp. 277-304). 
The data collection for phase three commenced during October 2019 
and finished at the start of November of 2019. The scales were placed into 
SPSS version 26 where they were coded as previously described to enable 
analysis between the variables to be conducted. 
 
6.2.9 Ethical considerations 
This study obtained full University ethical approval as a part of the thesis 
process. As a part of the MMU PhD process completion “RD1” form was a 
necessary step. Within this form was the information relating to the (at the 
time) potential study.  
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Specifically, the RD1 checklist includeed all necessary documents for 
ethical approval. 
As the ethical approval cleared before the first phase of this thesis and 
as this project is entirely questionnaire-based, additional scrutiny was not 
required. 
MMU ethics, governance and procedures can be accessed by the links below: 
 










Those participating were allowed to create a unique identifier at the end 
of their survey to withdraw if they so wished. 
 
6.2.10 Data analysis and item removal 
Items on the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale were generated based on 
the original Social and Community Perceptions Scale for van der Wurff et al. 
(1989). Items remaining in the solution for phase two following analysis also 
formulated the criteria for new items. These were attempting to measure 
individual’s responses on four underlying substructures some of which were 
negatively worded. For this reason, certain items had their scoring reversed to 
assure they contributed to the mean of the subscales generated in a 
meaningful way. 
Items that had their scores reversed were items number 4 “I generally 
feel safe and in control”, 14 “I am not worried by the thought of visiting new 
areas because I know I am able to handle novel situations”, 15 “I am confident 
that my property is secure”, 46 “I am able to resist the intentions of criminals”, 
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49 “If my home is occupied it is protected from criminals” and 51 “I am 
confident in my ability to protect my property” of the Fear of Personal 
Victimisation Scale. 
As with phase two, in order to ensure meaningful comparisons within 
the data, participants of this study (n = 331) can form several groups due to 
the demographic section they filled out. The median value of this dataset for 
age was 28, these data were dummy coded into two categories; those who 
were 18-27 (n = 163) and those who were 28 and over (n = 168). With gender, 
the participants give a ratio of females (n = 239) and males (n = 92). 
When considering self-defined ethnicity, participants were able to 
define their ethnicity from the following categories; White (n = 268), Black (n = 
26), Asian (n = 10), Mixed ethnic background (n = 18), Prefer not to say (n = 
4) and Other (n = 5). Due to Nadal et al. (2015)’s suggestion that minorities 
would have a greater level of “fearfulness” this ratio breakdown to form more 
meaningful associations within these data. To accomplish this, the self-defined 
ethnicity category changed to “White” (n = 268) and “Not white” (n = 63), this 
separation used dummy coding. 
The breakdown of household composition includes; living in a major city 
(n = 163), those in a minor city (n = 57), those in a major town (n = 38), those 
in a small town (n = 66) and those who live in an isolated property or village (n 
= 7). The scoring indicates a positive relationship with the criterion variable 
would indicate the more secluded the living, the greater the perception of risk. 
A negative perception would be indicative that individuals living in a larger city 
or town, experience a greater the risk becomes of being fearful of personal 
victimisation. 
The participants who identified they were a student by indicating “yes” 
to the question whether they were a student or not (n = 146) and those that 
were not a student who selected “no” for the same question (n = 185). 
Those who selected “yes” (n = 146) indicated what level of study they 
had undertaken. Those who indicated they were a student were in the ratio; 
“undergraduate” (n = 128), and those who were a “postgraduate” (n = 28). 
  The first stage of examining the relationships between the variables 
was to run PCA to determine if any subscales are present that could have a 
bearing on any kind of analysis that will take place. In the likely scenario in 
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which scales are present the analysis will investigate the relationships 
between the variables using hierarchical regression. These regressions were 
based on PCA outputs and will provide an easy to read and easily accessible 
method of determining which of the predictors have an impact on the 
fearfulness of personal victimisation. 
Items that tested well for reliability on the suggested subscales for the 
Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale remained a part of the final version at the 
end of phase three. The analysis used these remaining items to determine the 
predictive power of the revised scale to determine its ability to determine an 
individual’s likelihood to experience a fear of personal victimisation. 
Following this, SPSS Amos Version 26 applied CFA to assess the scale 
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6.3 Results 
Phase three once again tested the measure regarding its factorability. 
Following PCA, CFA confirmed the underlying factor structure. Items were 
removed as a result of the RMSEA and CFI scores being below an acceptable 
threshold as suggested by Hair, Anderson, Tatham and Black (1998). 
Following this analysis performed hierarchical regression for each criterion of 
this phase of research. Phase three analysis deployed hierarchical regression 
in order to maintain consistency with the previous phases and to assess the 
criterion variable and incremental validity within the same set of regressions. 
 
 
6.3.1 Aims of phase three analysis 
To maintain consistency with the overall aims of this thesis, the aims of phase 
three’s analysis can be broken into two overall themes (psychometric 
evaluation and correlational analysis) and are outlined as follows; 
1) To assess the psychometric properties of the measurement tools 
utilised and determine underlying factor structures utilising PCA and 
subsequently CFA. 
2) To assess the predictability of the demographic and sociological 
predictors to determine their impact on a fear of personal 
victimisation. 
The analysis was separated into these two aims in order to provide clarity 
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6.3.2 Descriptive statistics 
The following is a table of the descriptive data relating to the key predictors 
of phase three. 
Table 1. Key predictors from phase three (N = 331). 
 
Due to the nature of the iterative process utilised for phase three, there 
are three iterations of each subscale as seen above in table 1. The first 
iteration features the items generated for the original Social and Community 
Perceptions Scale. The second, labelled “PCA” provides the breakdown of the 
43 items that remained as part of the subscales of the revised scale following 
PCA. The last iteration labelled “CFA” are the final subscales generated for 
the 33-item structure of the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale following 
modification and item removal during CFA. 
  
Perceptions of Fear of Personal Victimisation: A General Population Study 153 
For the first iteration of each of the subscales (the original Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale items alone) indicate the participants were 
more likely to be fearful than non-fearful as all mean scores are above their 
respective median value. This observation is based on the Likert scale scoring 
from 1-5, with the middle value of 3 indicating that the participant was neutral 
to the situation. All three iterations of each subscale use the same Likert scale. 
A maximum score for any iteration of the Attractivity, Power, Evil Intent or 
Criminalisable Space subscale would indicate that the individual agreed 
completely with every item on the subscale. 
The mean scores above for the 43 items remaining on the Attractivity, 
Power, Evil Intent and Criminalisable Space subscales (labelled PCA) indicate 
that participants are more fearful than non-fearful.  
Proportionately the mean scores indicate that the most feared is the 
Attractivity subscale, as with the original Social and Community Perceptions 
Scale items. 
For the remaining 33 items that form the Fear of Personal Victimisation 
Scale generated following CFA. All subscales of the revised scale have scored 
above their median values meaning, individuals surveyed were more likely to 
be fearful than non-fearful of the given scenarios. The most feared revised 
subscale is Attractivity as with the other iterations. This finding is also a parallel 
to phase two’s analysis. 
When comparing the standard deviation scores to the 43 items that 
remained following PCA, there is evidence scoring on the 33-item structure 
provides more consistent scoring as the means are less spread apart. 
Considering the Fear of Crime Scale subscales, the maximum score of 
twenty-five on the Violence, Damage to Personal Property or a maximum 
score of ten on the Fraud subscale would indicate the individual was strongly 
fearful of every crime associated with that subscale. A minimum score of five 
or two respectively would indicate they were not at all fearful of any crimes 
associated. The mean scores indicate that all subscales scored above their 
median value (meaning all were more feared than not feared). Of the 
subscales, the Damage to Personal Property subscale is the most feared for 
this phase of analysis. 
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6.3.3 Aim one 
In order to test the psychometric properties of the newly generated Fear of 
Personal Victimisation Scale PCA was conducted to determine the underlying 
factor structure. As an additional step to ensure the model generated was 
suitable, CFA was conducted in order to confirm the factor structure. 
The analysis to confirm the factor structure from the start of phase three 
is summarised in figure 1. 
 
Figure 1. Summary of the analysis to determine and confirm the factor 
structure of the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale. 
 
Following this analysis the subscales of the confirmed factor structure 
that emerged were placed into convergent validity analysis with the original 8-
item structure of the van der Wurff et al. (1989) Social and Community 
Perceptions Scale to ensure the model was still measuring what it set out to 
originally. 
6.3.4 PCA and reliability analysis 
In order to be consistent with phase two of this thesis, analysis conducted PCA 
with a Promax rotation with Kaiser Normalisation on these data gathered from 
331 participants to test the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale. The same 
forced entry fixed-four factor structure used in the original van der Wurff et al. 
(1989) study will be utilised in order to maintain consistency with the original 
study. The cut off value for factor loadings was set at .37. Employment of logic-
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based statistics selected this number during the iterative process of item 
removal. Items had issues with cross loading at lower levels such as the .32 
cut-off suggested by Tabachnick et al. (2001). In order to remove the items 
cross loading and improve the factor structure the number incrementally 
increased by .01 until items only loaded on one of the subscales. Removal of 
items that loaded on multiple factors generated the strongest possible factor 
solution with no cross-loading. 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s measure of sampling adequacy addressed the 
factorability of the 43 items on the new scale and resulted in a value of .931 
(which is above the commonly recommended .50). Bartlett’s test of Sphericity 
was significant χ2 of 12559.11 (df = 903, p = 0.00) so the sample is factorable 
due to having equal variances.  
Initial eigenvalues indicated that the four factors accounted for 42.21%, 
11.19%, 4.65% and 4.49% of the variance respectively. As the four-factors 
accounted for 62.54% of variance, which is an acceptable threshold according 
to Hair et al. (2010), the four factor solution is suitable for analysis.  
This would suggest that the 43 items that made up the scale at this 
stage were more factorable than the 8 items from the original van der Wurff et 
al. (1989) paper when considering the same dataset. 
The 15 items of the newly generated Criminalisable Space subscale 
had a Cronbach’s alpha of .95, which reveals an excellent level of reliability 
(Cortina, 1993). The 8 items of the newly generated Evil Intent subscale 
revealed a Cronbach’s alpha of .93, which reveals an excellent level of 
reliability (Cortina, 1993). The 9 items of the newly generated Attractivity 
subscale reveal a Cronbach’s alpha of .89, which reveals a good level of 
reliability (Cortina, 1993). The 11 items of the newly generated Power 
subscale revealed a Cronbach’s alpha of .94, which reveals an excellent level 
of reliability (Cortina, 1993). 
 The reliability of the 12 items of the Fear of Crime Scale revealed a 
Cronbach’s alpha score of .907 for the 12 items, which is within the range of 
an excellent level of internal consistency (Cortina, 1993). The crimes 
suggested for the “Violence” subscale were sexual assault, Interpersonal 
assault (ABH or GBH), Murder, Terrorism and Arson. When considered in the 
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context of reliability this subscale revealed a Cronbach’s Alpha of .90, which 
is within the range for a good level of internal consistency (Cortina, 1993). 
For the “Damage to Personal Property” subscale, the crimes suggested 
were Damage to property (e.g., personal vehicle), My house being broken into, 
When parked in an area I am unfamiliar with, my car/vehicle being broken into, 
When in an area I am unfamiliar with, someone mugging me. And when in an 
area I am familiar with, someone mugging me. 
 When considered in the context of reliability this subscale revealed a 
Cronbach’s Alpha score of .90, which is within the range of a good level of 
internal consistency (Cortina, 1993). And finally, for the “Fraud” subscale, the 
crimes included online fraud and conventional fraud. When considered in the 
context of reliability this subscale revealed a Cronbach’s Alpha score of .91, 
which is within the range of an excellent level of internal consistency (Cortina, 
1993).  
In the appended records is a breakdown of the factorability of the Fear 
of Crime Scale for these data collected for phase three (pp. 328). The 
assessment of the factorability made use of PCA with Varimax rotation and 
Kaiser Normalisation. To eliminate cross-loading SPSS suppressed 
coefficients below .40 (Cortina, 1993). 
 
6.3.5 CFA 
Following the PCA for the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale, it was 
determined that it would be useful to conduct a CFA in order to test the 
remaining items individually in a more parsimonious way. CFA can tightly 
account for error. 
The solution originally placed into CFA is available in the appendices 
(pp. 318). This solution was a poor fit for the model. With scores χ2
 
= 4886.57, 
RMSEA = .116, CFI = .676 indicating the model needed adjustment at an 
individual level as all scores are lower than their acceptable levels (Hair, 
Anderson, Tatham and Black, 1998). 
In order to obtain a more useful solution that would be a better fit for the 
model structure the CFA included changes based on the suggestions made 
by modification indices. These suggestions identified which items needed 
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removal and which error terms needed to be correlated. A table listing the 
removed items following suggestions from the modification indices is available 
in appendices (pp. 319). 
The following table summarises the regression estimates that remained 
following the removal of items based on suggestions from the modification 
indices. All remaining regressions are above the .60 threshold suggested by 
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Table 2. The regression values of the items that remained following the 
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Table 3. Item key for regression estimates table. 
 
In order to establish the best model fit, following the PCA for the Fear 
of Personal Victimisation Scale the analysis included an experimental CFA. 
Following the removal of items according to the modification indices the 
number of items reduced to a final 33 from 43. Covariances suggested by the 
indices were put in place in order to group items that were suggested by the 
model to be performing in a similar fashion and correlating significantly. This 
suggests the final model of the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale to be the 
items in the above table. 
The CFA for the revised scale included the removal of ten items based 
on the standardised regression weights being lower than .65 based on 
suggestions made by the modification indices. Items also had correlations of 
their error terms based on suggestions made by the same modification 
indices. The summary of the CFA for the revised scale following this process 
is available in the appendices (pp. 322). 
CFA models are estimated for the four-factor solution. This solution fit 
reasonably well χ2
 
= 1730.94, df = 481, p < .001, CFI = .869. The solution 
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following CFA provided a Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, RMSEA 
= .089 (LO 90 = .084, HI 90 = .093). This value is within the cut-off of a 
mediocre fit according to MacCallum, Browne and Sugawara (1996).  
The factor solution provided a Standardised Root Mean Square Residual 
(SRMR) lower than the suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999) as a good fit, 
SRMR = .068. This model serves for testing the predictive validity of the newly 
generated Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale.  
 
6.3.6 Reliability following CFA 
Following CFA a further reliability analysis assessed the subscales generated 
for the final Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale ahead of a final regression 
analysis. 
The 13 items of the Criminalisable Space subscale revealed a 
Cronbach’s alpha score of .95. The 7 items of the Evil Intent revealed a 
Cronbach’s score of .93. The 4 remaining items of the Attractivity subscale 
revealed a Cronbach’s of .83. The 9 items relating to the Power subscale 
revealed a Cronbach’s of .94.  
This reliability analysis reveals that the Criminalisable Space, Evil Intent 
and Power subscales are within the range of an excellent level of internal 
consistency according to Cortina (1993). Cortina (1993) also indicates that 
Cronbach’s alpha for the Attractivity subscale is also within the range of a good 
level of internal consistency. 
 
6.3.7 Convergent validity  
Below is a Pearson’s correlation matrix measuring the original subscales from 
van der Wurff et al. (1989) paper and the subscales of the newly revised scale. 
The matrix attempts to establish convergent validity with the previous paper to 
establish if the new measure is a valid measurement tool and is measuring the 
same concept as the original. 
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Table 4. Pearson’s correlation of revised subscales following CFA and 
subsequent removal of items and original van der Wurff et al. (1989) 
subscales. 
 
Evidence gathered from convergent validity analysis shows the items 
correlate well with the original Social and Community Perceptions Scale. The 
measure also correlates with itself overall well, however the original Evil Intent 
subscale provides some issues due to the lack of depth due to a limited 
number of items. Overall, the scale correlates well with the original iteration 
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6.3.8 Aim two 
For the final part of phase three’s analysis multiple hierarchical regression was 
utilised in order to assess the level to which the newly confirmed structure of 
the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale was capable of predicting fearfulness. 
 In order to accomplish this aim the demographic predictors were 
entered at stage one, the original 8-items suggested by (Mesko et al., 2004; 
van der Wurff et al., 1989) at stage two and the newly confirmed factor 
structure of the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale emerging from CFA at 
stage three. 
 A summary of this regression is available in figure 2. 
 
 
Figure 2. Summary of the regression model utilised in phase three of this 
thesis 
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6.3.9 Regression analysis 
As with the previous phases of this thesis, testing of assumptions ensured a 
hierarchical regression was a valid means of analysing these data. The 
analysis of standard residuals showed that these data contained no outliers 
for the Violence subscale (Std. Residual Min = -2.54, Std. Residual Max = 
2.79), Damage to Personal Property subscale (Std. Residual Min = -3.25, Std. 
Residual Max = 2.52), Fraud subscale (Std. Residual Min = -4.22, Std. 
Residual Max = 2.20) and overall Fear of Crime Scale (Std. Residual Min = -
2.88, Std. Residual Max = 3.38)  
Collinearity tests indicated that these data met the assumption of no 
multicollinearity at stage one (gender, Tolerance = .94, VIF = 1.07; age, 
Tolerance = .95, VIF = 1.06; ethnicity, Tolerance = .99, VIF = 1.01, area of 
residence Tolerance = .98, VIF = 1.02). 
Stage two (gender, Tolerance = .61, VIF = 1.65; age, Tolerance = .90, 
VIF = 1.11; ethnicity, Tolerance = .98, VIF = 1.02, area of residence Tolerance 
= .91, VIF = 1.10, Criminalisable Space original, Tolerance = .50, VIF = 2.02, 
Evil Intent original, Tolerance = .92 VIF = 1.08, Attractivity original, Tolerance 
= .80, VIF = 1.26 and Power original, Tolerance = .84, VIF = 1.20). 
Stage three (gender, Tolerance = .55, VIF = 1.84; age, Tolerance = .88, 
VIF = 1.14; ethnicity, Tolerance = .95, VIF = 1.05, area of residence Tolerance 
= .91, VIF = 1.01, Criminalisable Space original, Tolerance = .41, VIF = 2.46, 
Evil Intent original, Tolerance = .90, VIF = 1.14, Attractivity original, Tolerance 
= .60, VIF = 1.71 Power original, Tolerance = .65, VIF = 1.55, Criminalisable 
Space revised, Tolerance = .24, VIF = 4.13, Evil Intent revised, Tolerance = 
.45, VIF = 2.24, Attractivity revised, Tolerance = .43, VIF = 2.32 and Power 
revised, Tolerance = .43, VIF = 2.20).  
These data met the assumption of independent errors for the Violence 
subscale (Durbin-Watson = 2.00) Damage to Personal Property subscale 
(Durbin-Watson = 1.90), Fraud subscale (Durbin-Watson = 2.07) and overall 
Fear of Crime Scale (Durbin-Watson = 2.08). Finally, the scatterplot of 
standard residuals indicated that these data met the assumptions of linearity 
and homoscedasticity. 
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To ensure comparison was possible with the previous phases analysis 
incorporated the same method of conducting four three-stage hierarchical 
regressions. The predictors included the demographics section, the original 8-
items of the Social and Community Perceptions Scale and the final iteration of 
the subscales for the 33-items of the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale. 
Inclusion of the predictor variables added to the solution at the following 
stages; the demographics as stage one, suggested subscales from the van 
der Wurff et al. (1989) paper added as stage two and the Fear of Personal 
Victimisation Scale during stage three. The criterion variables included the 
dependents taken from the Fear of Crime Scale, which when placed into PCA 
and revealed three subscales; Violence (5 items), Damage to Personal 
Property (5 items) and Fraud (2 items). All items on these subscales remained 
consistent with the previous phases of this doctoral thesis. The fourth criterion 
featured the overall score generated for the Fear of Crime Scale. 
Summaries of the findings of these regressions are in the following 
tables. 
 
Table 5. Hierarchical regressions with demographics entered at step 1 and 
van der Wurff et al. (1989) subscales entered at step 2 with revised subscales 
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Table 6. Beta scores for hierarchical regressions with demographics entered 
at step 1 and van der Wurff et al. (1989) subscales entered at step 2 with 





Table 7. Showing % of variance predicted at each stage of regression according to 
R2 score 
 
6.3.10 Fear of crime total 
The first of the four regressions featured the total score generated from the 
Fear of Crime Scale as the criterion variable. At stage one, with the 
demographics in the equation, R2adj = .33, F (4, 326) = 41.136, p < .001. As 
with the previous phase, gender, (β = .49, t = 10.57, p < .001) and ethnicity (β 
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= .13, t = 2.92, p < .05) revealed a positive relationship with fear of crime 
overall. Age was a significant negative predictor (β = -.14, t = -2.95, p < .05). 
At stage two with the equation R2adj = .56, F (8, 322) = 52.556, p < 
.001. Gender (β = .21, t = 4.48, p < .001) and ethnicity (β = .11, t = 2.96, p < 
.05. The subscales added revealed a positive relationship between the 
criterion variable and both the Criminalisable space (β = .31, t = 5.96, p < .001) 
and Attractivity (β = .33, t = 7.93, p < .001) subscales. Power (β = -.14, t = -
3.41, p < .05) was a significant negative predictor for overall score on the Fear 
of Crime Scale.  
At stage three, with the equation R2adj = .72, F (12, 318) = 70.149, p < 
.001. Gender (β = .16, t = 3.94, p < .001), ethnicity (β = .11, t = 3.72, p < .001) 
and power (β = .10, t = 2.68, p < .05) remained significant positive predictors. 
The newly added subscales also provided three significant positive predictors, 
with the revised Criminalisable Space (β = .41, t = 6.86, p < .001), revised 
Attractivity (β = .16, t = 3.63, p < .001) and revised Power (β = .09, t = 2.14, p 
< .05). 
 
6.3.11 Violence subscale 
The second regression featured the Violence subscale from the Fear of Crime 
Scale as the criterion variable. With the equation at stage one R2adj = .41, F 
(4, 326) = 57.406, p < .001, gender (β = .54, t = 12.41, p < .001) was a 
significant positive predictor. Age was a significant negative predictor (β = -
.22, t = -5.14, p < .001).  
At stage two, with the equation R2adj = .54, F (8, 322) = 50.198, p < 
.001. Gender (β = .35, t = 7.35, p < .001) remained a significant positive 
predictor of fear of violent crime. Criminalisable Space (β = .20, t = 3.77, p < 
.001) and Attractivity (β = .29, t = 7.01, p < .001) were significant positive 
predictors. Age, (β = -.17, t = -4.23, p < .001) remained a significant negative 
predictor. 
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At stage three, with the equation R2adj = .64, F (12, 318) = 49.602, p < 
.001. Gender (β = .29, t = 6.48, p < .001), ethnicity (β = .08, t = 2.25, p < .05) 
and a high score on the Power subscale (β = .12, t = 2.75, p < .05) were in a 
significant positive relationship. With the further addition of the revised 
subscales, a high score on the revised Criminalisable Space (β = .18, t = 2.62, 
p < .05) was a significant positive predictor. A high score on the Power (β = -
.17, t = -3.55, p < .001) subscale was a significant negative predictor. 
 
6.3.12  Damage to Personal Property subscale 
The third regression conducted featured the “Damage to Personal Property” 
subscale as the criterion variable. With the equation at stage one R2adj = .17, 
F (4, 326) = 17.460, p < .001, gender (β = .34, t = 6.56, p < .001) and ethnicity 
(β = .13, t = 2.54, p < .05) were in a significant positive relationship with the 
criterion. Location of residence was a significant negative predictor (β = -.10, 
t = -2.01, p < .05), indicating those living a small town were more fearful of the 
criterion variable.  
At stage two, with the equation R2adj = .34, F (8, 322) = 21.897, p < .001. 
Ethnicity (β = .11, t = 2.37, p < .05) remained a significant positive predictor. 
With the further addition of Criminalisable Space (β = .34, t = 5.33, p < .001) 
and Attractivity (β = .20, t = 3.90, p < .001) as significant positive predictors. A 
high score on the Power, (β = -.19, t = -3.88, p < .001) subscale was a 
significant negative predictor. 
At stage three, with the equation R2adj = .54, F (12, 318) = 32.731, p < 
.001. Ethnicity (β = .09, t = 2.33, p < .05) was a significant positive predictor of 
fear of Damage to Personal Property. A high score on the Attractivity subscale 
(β = -.14, t = -3.02, p < .05) was a significant negative predictor. With the 
further addition of the revised subscales, a high score on the revised 
Criminalisable Space (β = .63, t = 8.23, p < .001), revised Attractivity (β = .21, 
t = 3.62, p < .001), and revised Power (β = .21, t = 3.84, p < .001) subscales 
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were in a significant positive relationship with the Damage to Personal 
Property subscale. 
 
6.3.13  Fraud Subscale 
 The fourth regression employed with the “Fraud” subscale as the criterion 
variable. With the equation at stage one R2adj = .06, F (4, 326) = 5.888, p < 
.001, gender (β = .18, t = 3.26, p < .05) and ethnicity (β = .15, t = 2.75, p < .05) 
were significant positive predictors. 
At stage two, R2adj = .29, F (8, 322) = 17.584, p < .001. Age (β = .12, 
t = 2.46, p < .05) and ethnicity (β = .13, t = 2.85, p < .05) remained significant 
positive predictors. With the addition of a high score on the Criminalisable 
Space (β = .21, t = 3.22, p < .05) and Attractivity (β = .36, t = 6.95, p < .001) 
subscales as significant positive predictors. Evil Intent (β = -.23, t = -4.69, p < 
.001) was a significant negative predictor. 
At stage three, with the equation R2adj = .37, F (12, 318) = 17.404, p < 
.001. Age (β = .15, t = 3.25, p < .05) and ethnicity (β = .14, t = 3.09, p < .05) 
remained significant positive predictors, with a high score on the original 
Power (β = .16, t = 2.85, p < .05) also discovered as sharing a similar positive 
relationship. It was determined at this stage that a high score on the original 
Evil Intent (β = -.21, t = -4.50, p < .001) subscale was a significant negative 
predictor. 
With the further addition of the newly revised subscales also provided 
two significant positive predictors, with the revised Evil Intent (β = .23, t = 3.48, 
p < .05) and revised Attractivity (β = .10, t = 2.26, p < .05) showing evidence 
for a positive relationship with the criterion variable. 
 
6.3.14 Regression summary 
In relation to the revised scale’s predictability of fear of personal victimisation 
there has been a constant trend of improvement for crimes associated with 
Violence and Fraud (as well as for a fear of personal victimisation overall). 
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Illustrated in the following table is a comparison of the predictability of variance 
of the Demographics, original Social and Community Perceptions Scale and 
the revised scale, later renamed the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale 
following phase three. 
 
Table 8. Showing a summary of % of variance predicted at each stage of regression 
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6.4 Phase three discussion 
6.4.1 Factorability analysis 
When considering the factorability of the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale 
the results of phase three showed a clear improvement in reliability. 
Cronbach’s alpha revealed generated improved scores by the revised items 
subscales compared to previous phases (Cortina, 1993). The results evidence 
an enhanced scale when compared to the original items from van der Wurff et 
al. (1989) and from the scores generated as a result of phase two of this thesis. 
This alone is indicative that the generated subscales have improved the 
original measure more than previously anticipated, transforming a scale that 
previously was without any kind of rigorous psychometric evaluation or 
parametric tests, into a measure that currently improves with each iteration 
(Cortina, 1993). 
The Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale was significantly more reliable 
as a whole and regarding its specific subscales when compared to the original 
items suggested by van der Wurff et al. (1989). Researchers in the future are 
now capable of assessing the psychometric properties of a robust 
measurement tool before their analysis (Matell et al., 1971; Nevo, 1985; 
Williamson et al., 2013). This meets one of the overall aims of this thesis as 
the assessment of the Social and Community Perceptions Scale led to 
improvements. 
The Fear of Crime Scale also performed well as a tool with a strong 
underlying substructure, with factors testing well at each stage of this thesis 
and subscales being consistent at each phase according to Cortina (1993). 
The CFA revealed an RMSEA score that indicated a solution that fit 
reasonably well (MacCallum et al., 1996). Improving this score is a useful 
consideration for future research. The focus of this research would be to 
improve the model fit. The reliability analysis of the factor structure that 
emerged from the CFA showed there was not much difference with the 
removal of items (Cortina, 1993). The same is true for the predictability of the 
revised scale (Cortina, 1993). Two of the tested variables (including the overall 
fear of crime score) improved in their predictability when placed into a 
regression analysis with the items suggested from CFA. 
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6.4.2 Results of regression analysis 
The Beta scores for the demographic predictors reveal a similar relationship 
to the Fear of Crime Scale and its subscales (Violence, Damage to Personal 
Property and Fraud) as with previous phases of the thesis. Gender and 
ethnicity have remained the most common positive predictors of the Fear of 
Crime Scale and its subscales. Age once again maintained a negative 
relationship with fear of violent crime and fear of victimisation overall. These 
three predictors have remained consistent with their relationships to fear of 
crime overall and concerning violent crime. This once again finds support for 
assumptions relating to the relationship between demographic variables and 
fear of personal victimisation suggested by Barbaret et al. (2004) and Jackson 
(2009) among others. 
As with previous stages of the thesis adding the items from the Social 
and Community Perceptions Scale improved the predictability of a fear of 
personal victimisation over the demographic predictors alone. The Fear of 
Personal Victimisation Scale improved this predictability further still with the 
total predictability of the Fear of Crime Scale being above 70%. The 
improvements made to this measure are clear across both reliability and 
regression analysis with the revised scale performing better within both 
disciplines.  
Killias et al. (2000) postulate the notion of vulnerability as a cause of 
fear of crime overall. Tseloni et al. (2008) added that there was little research 
to determine the effect of this vulnerability on the public.  
An assessment of vulnerability takes place on a unidimensional level 
relating to the specific predictors that could cause a fear of personal 
victimisation e.g., gender (Warr, 1984). Vulnerability has lacked any deeper 
research into discovering other potential facets for experimentation (Killias et 
al., 2000). The revisions to the Social and Community Perceptions Scale 
provide the first steps into examining new avenues and facets that may be 
likely to make an individual feel this increased vulnerability and, in turn, an 
increased risk of fear of personal victimisation. The current research provides 
evidence for Killias et al. (2000)’s theory that the concept of vulnerability 
stretches far further than demographic predictors alone. 
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All subscales of the Fear of Crime Scale had a higher percentage of 
variances predicted over the threshold set by Lavarakas (1982) of 25% by 
demographic predictors. 
 
6.5 Future research and limitations 
The current fear of personal victimisation measure can now form the basis for 
future research into fearfulness as a result of the self-reported risk in real-world 
settings (MacCallum et al., 1996). This can involve using measures such as 
the Mental Toughness Questionnaire (MTQ) (Clough, 2007) or a more in-
depth version of the Big Five Inventory (BFI) (Soto et al., 2017). Investigating 
relationships between these scales and the current measure would benefit the 
field of fear of crime research overall as it would expand the knowledge of the 
implications of fearfulness on daily life (Robinson et al., 2003). Hanslmaier et 
al. (2016) found a negative correlation between life satisfaction and the fear of 
crime. This evidence is some of the first to suggest the impact of this fear 
outside of a theoretical position (i.e., what causes it).  
Limitations with the current scale lie in the number of items present in 
the Fraud subscale of the Fear of Crime Scale. This is due to the number of 
items being exceptionally low (only 2) (McDonald, 1985). This will have 
impacted the internal consistency when compared to the other subscales 
present on the Fear of Crime Scale (McDonald, 1985). To address this 
limitation a qualitative study in which crimes linked to fraud could form the 
questions asked during a semi-structured interview as a means of a pilot study 
before thematic analysis on the transcript obtained (Williamson et al., 2013). 
The crimes that emerge could then form the basis a study on a general 
population to determine which are most feared specifically regarding 
fraudulent crime to generate a more complete Fraud subscale (Williamson et 
al., 2013). 
 The model generated as a result of this doctoral thesis is not without 
its flaws and is only within the range of a “mediocre fit” according to MacCallum 
et al. (1996). The model that emerged as a result of the CFA is fit for purpose 
and has successfully fulfilled the aims of this thesis (MacCallum et al., 1996). 
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For this reason it is unlikely that the model fit would have any negative impact 
on the performance of the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale, especially 
when considering the improvements made in comparison to the original Social 
and Community Perceptions Scale (MacCallum et al., 1996; Mesko et al., 
2004; van der Wurff et al., 1989). This model is only the latest iteration of a 
scale that has improved with every iteration and is a suitable starting point for 
any future research attempting to revise the measure (MacCallum et al., 
1996). There has been a significant improvement over the original van der 
Wurff et al. (1989) paper’s contribution as the revised model has tested highly 
for reliability analysis and in terms of its ability to predict fear of personal 
victimisation. With the confirmation from CFA that the model does indeed fit 
and is suitable for purpose (MacCallum et al., 1996). The model generated 
meets the aims of this thesis, in creating a scale capable of predicting a fear 
of personal victimisation (MacCallum et al., 1996). This model will serve to be 
a starting point for any future revisions to the measure. According to the results 
obtained phase three of this thesis the current measure could be utilised as a 
robust measurement tool (MacCallum et al., 1996). 
Future revisions should also incorporate some form of qualitative 
methods to generate items (Lorenc et al., 2013; Williamson et al., 2013). This 
could involve semi-structured interviews followed by thematic analysis of the 
transcripts generated. This method of item generation will allow exploration of 
new avenues for both scenarios in which people fear crimes, and the crimes 
they fear in these situations (Clark, 2003; Cohen, 2008). 
Research into coping mechanisms of fearfulness may also prove 
beneficial (Skogan et al., 1981). As previously mentioned, the MTQ would be 
a useful measurement tool to provide insight to fear of crime in a real-world 
setting (Clough, 2007). Using the measure generated for this doctoral 
research, this could provide an understanding between relationships related 
to fear of crime and mental toughness (Clough, 2007). Previous research has 
indicated that mental toughness improves emotional coping mechanisms 
(Cough, 2007). Exploring this concept against fearfulness in given scenarios 
would provide a great deal of information regarding the type of individual who 
would be fearful. This would be on a more multi-dimensional level than 
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previous research into either simply scenarios (Jackson, 2004, 2009) or just 
demographic predictors (Scheider et al., 2003; Warr, 1984). 
 
6.6 Conclusion 
This phase further established the revised scale concerning validity and 
internal consistency. The current findings suggest the scale would benefit from 
constant further refinement to provide the strongest factor solution in an ever-
changing world (Grabosky, 1995; MacCallum et al., 1996; Vilalta, 2012). The 
scale performed as one would expect (showing evidence of validity, internal 
consistency and predictability of variance) and will be a suitable theoretical 
framework for future revisions (Vilalta, 2012). This will involve further 
assessment of the subscales and addition of new items to explore the concept 
of fear of crime at different levels, in different scenarios and for different crimes 
(Grabosky, 1995). Further refinement will create a more robust, complete fear 
of personal victimisation measure, a more coherent set of subscales and will 
be able to more emphatically predict fear of crime with psychometric support 
(Lavrakas, 2008). 
 The current measure has provided evidence that the items generated 
for this thesis alone provide a suitable factor structure capable of predicting a 
vastly improved level of fear of personal victimisation. The newly generated 
Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale (33 items) can predict the variance of fear 
scores on its own, or with the Social and Community Perceptions Scale (8 
items). For the best results using the two of these scales alongside the 
demographic predictors provides a measure capable of assessing the fear of 
personal victimisation and a more in-depth overview of the factors associated 
with increasing it. 
 The Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale has improved at each iteration 
with the final factor structure confirmed with CFA. The result of phase three is 
a scale that is now a self-report tool that is capable (when used within the 
measure suggested) of predicting a large amount of the variance of fear of 
personal victimisation. 
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Chapter 7: General Discussion 
7.1 Methodological interest 
7.1.1 Overview 
By examining the content of existing measures within the field (e.g., 
Hanslmaier et al., 2016; van der Wurff et al., 1989) at a construct and item 
level, this doctoral thesis has extended the measurement of fear of personal 
victimisation. The review process of the scales within the literature led to the 
development of a reliable and valid measurement tool capable of measuring 
the factors associated with a fear of personal victimisation. Based on the 
findings within this thesis, the measurement tool generated at the end of phase 
is capable of functioning at a factorial level (McDonald, 1985). With some 
alterations to the Fear of Crime Scale to make the crimes region-specific the 
measurement tool (such as car-jacking for a South African population) would 
be capable of operating at a global level (Blakely and Snyder, 1997; Haddad, 
2019; Williamson et al., 2013).  In line with McDonald (1985) the inclusion of 
new items enhanced the breadth subscales from the existing Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale of van der Wurff et al. (1989). The 
improvements to the subscale structure seen within this thesis enable the 
measurement of the underlying situations and perceptions that lead to an 
increased fear of personal victimisation more reliably than the previous 
measurement tool (Mesko et al., 2004). This was due to a lack of items on 
each of the subscales of the original measure leading to too few items 
assessing different aspects of several constructs, meaning the reach of the 
items was too broad and lacked depth (McDonald, 1985). 
This method of scale refinement was more organic for the specific needs 
of the measure and was less rigid than conventional methods of scale 
development (Morgado et al., 2018). Self-report measures with the nature of 
this scale could benefit from a periodic review to facilitate the accommodation 
of new crimes as they become more feared by an ever-changing society 
(Yeager et al., 2011). As mentioned in Graboksy (1995) the addition of Closed-
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Circuit Television (CCTV) reduced fearfulness of certain inter-personal crimes. 
Vilalta (2012) affirms this affect, stating that advancements in technology and 
society are what have led to changes like fearfulness concerning crime over 
the years.  
The concept of a systematic review of scales is common within 
psychometric evaluation tools, for instance, the Mental Toughness 
Questionnaire (MTQ) (Clough, 2007) is under constant review to determine a 
shorthand version of the measure and to determine if the items are still 
necessary in an ever-altering world. 
As previously discussed, this will mean the fear of personal victimisation 
measure generated for this thesis will require updating (Kahneman & Krueger, 
2006). Pleysier et al. (2005) mentions temporal stability is something within 
the fear of crime field that cannot be assumed. In line with this, the 12 crimes 
on the Fear of Crime Scale will need to be reviewed to maintain scale currency 
(Markowitz et al., 2001; Nunnally, 1978). The inclusion of these new crimes 
will benefit the scale in terms of longevity and relevance. These alterations will 
improve scale reliability and validity over time (Holmes et al., 1967; Jansen, 
1983; Nunnally, 1978). 
 
7.1.2 Item reversal and removal 
Negatively worded items caused some issues (Roszkowski & Soven, 2010). It 
is a common phenomenon within the field of psychometrics that positively 
worded statements are more reliable and offer stronger item to total 
correlations (Roszkowski et al., 2010). Negatively worded statements also 
offer the issue that participants struggle to comprehend what the statement is 
saying (Lavrakas, 2008; van Sonderen, Sanderman, & Coyne, 2013).  
This translated to issues with loading scores when the measure was 
placed into PCA. Several items, often negatively worded, would load for 
multiple subscales. In the current thesis, this occurred largely in phase three, 
wherein the PCA a great number of negatively worded items clustered 
together (McDonald, 1985). PCA revealed an issue with cross-loading items 
during the second and third phase of this thesis. Aside from the issues with 
negatively worded items, the issue could also lie in the similarity of the items 
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on the subscales due to the lack of conceptual clarity provided by the original 
paper (Roszkowski et al., 2010). 
To ensure there was no lack of clarity any items that cross-loaded on two 
or more scales were removed (Roszkowski et al., 2010). This was also done 
to eliminate their effect on factorial structure (McDonald, 1985). Though this 
did affect the construct breadth. It was deemed this was necessary as though 
these items may reduce potential response bias their inclusion would greatly 
impact the internal consistency of the subscales overall, breaching its 
dimensionality (Huffman et al., 2008). 
There also lies an issue with understanding the impact of negative affixes 
and suffixes (Groves et al., 2008). Adding these morphemes (such as ‘non-‘, 
or ‘-less-‘) can impact a respondent’s overall response leading to a participant 
responding negatively to an item as they disagree with the perceived negative 
word rather than the context of the item overall (Lavrakas, 2008; van Sonderen 
et al., 2013). The same abnormality is seen with negative words such as ‘not’ 
(Christian & Dillman, 2004; van Sonderen et al., 2013). The impact of these 
negative inferences is magnified greatly due to response fatigue when an 
individual stops paying attention to the context of the items they are more likely 
to respond to either the negatively worded item or a previous item believing 
they are answering a question with a similar wording (Lavrakas, 2008). 
Another issue aside from the wording of items is complexity (Blair & 
Zinkhan, 2006). If an item is too difficult to understand (either due to length or 
specific terminology) then a respondent will struggle to interpret the meaning 
(Blair et al., 2006; Fraley et al., 2000). This will lead to the participant struggling 
to respond appropriately to the item (Fraley et al., 2000). 
To counteract these issues, it was deemed an essential practice to 
incorporate negatively worded items sparingly while ensuring the clarity of 
wording (Roszkowski et al., 2010). This thesis, like many other projects, 
provided evidence of the impact of negatively worded items and how they 
perform poorly in comparison to positively worded alternatives (Roszkowski et 
al., 2010). Though necessary to monitor and limit response bias there needs 
to be a great deal of discussion and future research into how to best 
incorporate negatively phrased items when modifying existing scales or 
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creating new measurement tools for fear of personal victimisation (Roszkowski 
et al., 2010). 
Factor analysis in the context of this thesis raised several concerns. This 
included the loss of a great number of items, reversed item performance, 
contextual clarity of subscales and subsequent items and their factor loadings 
as a result of these issues (McDonald, 1985). Subscales being conceptually 
familiar and a lack of clarity at the start of generating new items created issues 
with cross-loading and subsequently, the number of items featuring in the final 
factor solution was greatly reduced (McDonald, 1985). This conceptual clarity 
will be less of an issue with the subscales becoming more defined with each 
iteration (McDonald, 1985). Though a robust measurement tool is created, a 
systematic review would be beneficial to combat the issues with conceptual 
clarity in its early creation (McDonald, 1985). This may, in turn, lead to the 
creation of new items to be a part of the weaker subscales, improving the 
breadth of the concepts overall (McDonald, 1985). 
 
7.1.3 Item generation 
Researchers rely on questionnaires as the primary method of data collection 
in quantitative studies according to Lavrakas (2008). Within the context of this 
thesis the subscales already existed (van der Wurff et al., 1989), so the 
challenge was to create idiosyncratic statements that related to four concepts 
that lacked clarity due to a small number of items. Statements such as “People 
generally do things they feel they can get away with” link to the original 
subscales, expanding on the breadth of the construct while not impacting the 
clarity of the concept. Statements such as “Late at night I feel vulnerable to 
criminals” link to widely accepted concepts that would lead an individual to be 
more likely to experience a fear of personal victimisation (Baumer, 1978; 
Lavrakas, 2008). 
According to Lavrakas (2008), double-barrelled items would have been 
an issue. Items were therefore generated with a single focus (rather than 
mentioning two places an individual could feel vulnerable there would have 
been two separate items created) (Lavrakas, 2008). If not rectified this could, 
in turn, lead an item that would potentially make an individual feel vulnerable 
  
Perceptions of Fear of Personal Victimisation: A General Population Study 179 
not respond to the item appropriately, leading to a mid-range loading score 
that should be higher (Lavrakas, 2008). 
 
7.1.4 Scale development 
With the nature of fear of personal victimisation research being somewhat 
disjointed with a lack of conceptual clarity throughout, it became apparent that 
a measure that could fill the gap could be produced by altering the Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale of van der Wurff et al. (1989). For this thesis, 
this involved first psychometrically testing the properties of the scale as it 
currently is in the literature (Mesko et al., 2004; van der Wurff et al., 1989). 
Following this, the subscales were altered and tested. The benefit of this 
method was the ability to test the subscales at the same time (Morgado et al., 
2018). These subscales would come together to assess the nature of fear of 
crime and fear of personal victimisation at a more multi-dimensional level than 
previously tested (Franklin et al., 2008). It could also be tested along with the 
other predictors (Franklin et al., 2008; Jackson, 2009). 
The issue with developing the measure using this method was the lack 
of items leading to a weak factor structure, which was widely accepted despite 
a lack of rigorous testing (Morgado et al., 2018). Therefore, testing was a 
necessary first step for this thesis (Morgado et al., 2018). It became apparent 
there was a lack of breadth and the factor structure lacked reliability overall 
(Mesko et al., 2004). For this reason, it was deemed necessary to add items 
to each of the subscales to better measure the underlying constructs in a more 
reliable way (Morgado et al., 2018). It was deemed that the minimum number 
of items to be generated should be 8 per subscale to allow for removal of items 
at a later stage if necessary. 
 To ensure no overlap, at each stage the items generated were 
scrutinised and cross-checked to ensure that the breadth of the subscale was 
improved, without impacting the clarity of the subscales (Morgado et al., 2018). 
Within subscales, there was a reversal of selected items to counter response 
bias that could potentially occur (Pickett et al., 2018). This was deemed a 
necessary step to negate any response fatigue that would occur due to the 
length of the survey taken overall (Lavrakas, 2008). 
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7.1.5 Redevelopment of refined measure 
The redevelopment of the current measure could take many forms including 
those previously discussed. One of the most important ways in which this 
should be done is to be sure to include specific crimes to facilitate intra-crime 
comparisons (Block, 1988). The current measure clusters crimes based on 
three subscales (Violence, Damage to Personal Property and Fraud) it would 
be beneficial to use qualitative methods to ask members of the public what 
crimes they are most fearful of (Williamson et al., 2013). This would lead to 
the new avenue of new crimes that may affect the current subscales or 
generate new ones (Williamson et al., 2013). 
Future research should also target specific cultural adaptations, as 
previously discussed the fear of crime questions at the end of the current 
questionnaire will need to be adapted if used on a global sample (depending 
on the country/countries they are used in) (Grabosky, 1995). The adaptations 
could be necessary on a more immediate level with certain regions within the 
same country requiring representation to respond appropriately with their fears 
in relation to crime (Dammert et al., 2003). For instance, within a five-year 
period in England and Wales crimes involving a sexual assault increased by 
152% compared with only 57% in Scotland (Scottish Government, 2019). This 
would mean any future research should consider the backgrounds both 
socially and economically of the regions the measure is used as well as the 
crimes that are most reported by law enforcement and the media (Dammert et 
al., 2003). 
As previously discussed, the temporal stability of the measure will at 
some point become an issue for the performance of the measure (Huber, 
1985; van den Wollenberg, 1973; Vilalta, 2012). For this reason, there should 
be a periodic review of items to ensure they continue to perform at the same 
level (Huber, 1985). This problem should rectify itself with the continued 
development of the scale using the methods previously described. If these are 
kept up to date, there should be minimal impact concerning the age of the 
scale as the methods will alter the scale according to up to date fears of 
members of the public (Grabosky, 1995; Vilalta, 2012). 
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Redevelopment of the factors should also consider item polarity, with 
potential ‘yes or no’, ‘true or false’ items leading to a comparable set of results 
with those formulated from a Likert scale (1-5) (Morgado et al., 2018). Though 
this would be less useful when considering scenarios in which one is being 
asked to report a level of fearfulness. Exploring a Likert scale with a wider 
spectrum of levels of fearfulness (1-10, 1-100) could be a way of generating a 
more accurate score (Lavrakas, 2008; Morgado et al., 2018). 
There can be no shortage of scenarios in the redevelopment of the scale. 
For this reason, presenting the public with scenarios that cover many potential 
risk scenarios is necessary to give an accurate representation of the issue 
surrounding fear of personal victimisation (Farrall et al., 2004). This leads to 
qualitative research becoming more essential to generate items that would 
differ from previous items generated by the same researchers (Lorenc et al., 
2013). 
 
7.1.6 Method of collection 
For this doctoral thesis, internet-mediated research was used to explore the 
fear of personal victimisation (Yeager et al., 2011). Online questionnaires 
gathered information regarding social perceptions, crimes individuals feared 
demographic information, thinking styles and perceptions of the police. This 
wide range of concepts has not been previously attempted within the field of 
“fear of crime” research, thus the current doctoral thesis has expanded the 
knowledge of the concept overall (Nadal et al., 2015).  
The method of the collection also allowed new items to be generated, 
further expanding this improvement (Morgado et al., 2018). The new items 
benefit from the nature of collection (self-report measures) where an easy 
method of collecting data allows large datasets and a large, varied pool of 
statistical information (Morgado et al., 2018). This also enabled the constructs 
to be evaluated in a convenient way that has a great deal of statistical strength 
over previously implemented studies (Morgado et al., 2018). 
The benefits of self-report measures stretch from being inexpensive, 
provide a wide range of information, and examine the beliefs of participants in 
a way that encourages them to talk about themselves (Morgado et al., 2018). 
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Some limitations need to be addressed with this method of collecting data 
(Morgado et al., 2018). The wording of questions becomes significantly more 
important as even a minor change to the wording can impact the format of the 
overall item which in turn affects the strength of results (Pickett et al., 2018). 
Extreme responses impact the overall dataset (Pickett et al., 2018). These 
extreme responses can be due to the question has not been understood by 
the respondent (Groves et al., 2008). Response bias can play a role, leading 
to participants responding to items in a favourable way specific to the item 
content (Pickett et al., 2018). 
The method of data collection allowed the previously outlined issues with 
the Social and Community Perceptions Scale and the lack of a gold standard 
measure in a way that highlighted existing (but unconfirmed) relationships 
between fear of personal victimisation and the social perceptions of an 
individual (Mesko et al., 2004). This leads the current doctoral research into 
having contributed to both fear of crime research and linking it to overall critical 
thinking. 
 
7.1.7 Methodology of thesis 
This thesis conducted a thorough review of relevant literature and the fear of 
crime/ personal victimisation measures (Hanslmaier et al., 2016; Mesko et al., 
2004; Nadal et al., 2015). This led to finding limitations with one of the most 
prevalent scales present within the literature (van der Wurff et al., 1989). The 
limitations of this measure were outlined in the first phase of this thesis with 
the second and third phases seeking to improve on the measure. This was 
done by improving on the poor level of internal consistency that was evidenced 
from phase one’s data collection (Huffman et al., 2008).  
The factorability of the scale was also thoroughly assessed at each 
stage. This too showed improvement with each iteration of the scale. The final 
phase of assessing the factor structure was to place the scale into CFA. The 
findings of this method suggested a great number of items could be removed. 
To fit the latent factor structure appropriately it was established that this would 
be a useful step (Woods, 2006). 
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 Following this removal of items, the final Fear of Personal Victimisation 
Scale was generated. The subscales of this final iteration were placed into 
reliability analysis and a final set of regressions. There was some improvement 
from the previous iteration for two of the four subscales in terms of their ability 
to predict fear of personal victimisation (the other two showing minimal 
differences in their prediction of variances). The same was true for the levels 
of internal consistency of the revised scale’s subscales (Cortina, 1993). The 
model following from CFA showed similar internal consistency to that of the 
model that emerged from PCA (Cortina, 1993; Woods, 2006). 
  In order to overcome the issues associated with PCA not providing a 
suitable factor structure, CFA was deemed necessary based on suggestions 
made by (Cortina, 1993; Woods, 2006). Due to CFA’s ability to tightly account 
for errors at a much more accurate level, it was deemed the model following 
CFA should be used as the final measure (MacCallum et al., 1996). The finding 
of this reliable and robust measurement tool is a contribution not previously 
established within the literature surrounding a fear of personal victimisation. 
This improvement on the Social and Community Perceptions Scale (van der 
Wurff et al., 1989) is a useful finding as it not only establishes weaknesses 
with the previous scale but also has improved on the previous scale creating 
a scale which is true to the original, but vastly improved at every level (Mesko 
et al., 2004). 
 
7.1.8 Limitations 
Limitations of the research would be primarily providing the most accurate and 
realistic picture of fear of personal victimisation for a large population using a 
single measure. While a useful measurement tool has been established, this 
research is not without its issues. For instance, temporal stability (which is the 
level to which the scale will be affected as the world changes over time) 
(Huber, 1985). Pleysier et al. (2005) state emphatically that with a fear of 
personal victimisation of crime a measure’s temporal invariance cannot be 
assumed. This will at some point be an issue with the Fear of Personal 
Victimisation Scale and the associated 12 items of the Fear of Crime Scale 
due to the ever-changing environment in which crimes may take place, as 
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evidenced in Grabosky (1995) and Vilalta (2012). The Fear of Crime Scale 
that is used to measure the crimes is based on The National Crime Survey of 
England and Wales (UK Office For National Statistics, 2016). This will need 
periodic updates to ensure the accurate picture of fear of personal 
victimisation is reflected (Baumer, 1978, 1985). Crimes tend to be feared 
based on what technological advancements will take place over the coming 
years. For instance, Grabosky (1995) established that surveillance cameras 
had reduced fearfulness in Australia. Vilalta (2012) indicates a greater 
fearfulness has led individuals in recent years to purchase more home security 
systems, indicating the situations individuals find themselves in are still in a 
state of fluidity and change, meaning the scale would need constant revision 
(Huber, 1985). This would take several forms, firstly maintaining the temporal 
stability of the scale is an endless task that will never be complete (Huber, 
1985). 
This will be a constant review process to ensure the crimes, as well as 
the scenarios, are representative of the current fearfulness present within the 
population (Huber, 1985). Secondly, providing the most accurate 
representation of scenarios in which individuals would be fearful would provide 
difficulty (Mesko et al., 2004). To ensure this would not be a contributing factor, 
continuous qualitative methods (thematic analysis of transcripts from semi-
structured interviews) would be a useful step (Lorenc et al., 2013). 
 The second issue with this scale is that it will need to be modified for use 
in different populations (Dammert et al., 2003). While it is likely that most 
populations will fear similar crimes, it is also likely they may differ from one 
participant pool to another (Cohen, 2008). For this reason, a method will be 
needed to establish the highly feared crimes within another population (either 
using a National Crime Survey’s results or a pilot study) before using this scale 
(Grabosky, 1995; UK Office For National Statistics, 2016; Vilalta, 2012). 
Krulichová (2019) found that though across 23 European countries there was 
a consistent positive correlation between fear of crime and risk perception, the 
levels of this positive correlation differed from country to country. 
The crimes surveyed may need further consideration, there is a much 
wider spectrum of crime than the 12 featured as part of this doctoral thesis 
(Dobbs et al., 2009; Lee, Choi, Choi, & Englander, 2019; Maxfield, 1984). This 
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will allow for expansion of the concepts at an item to item level (Lee et al., 
2019). Crimes such as “sexual assault/rape” are a broad spectrum alone, 
allowing for the generation of more specific items will broaden the factors 
surrounding a fear of personal victimisation (Dobbs et al., 2009). These 
limitations are unlikely to have limited the current thesis and would be more of 
a limiting factor moving forward utilising the measurement tool to target more 
specific crimes (Scheider et al., 2003). 
 
7.2 Future research 
The field of fear of crime is large and has had a number of disciplines and 
projects this thesis has not attempted to address. With the generation of the 
Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale it would be possible to assess these 
studies to determine the level to which they could be improved. 
 The measure in itself will also need to be improved based on limitations 
described in previous sections. Section 7.2 will discuss these potential studies 
and how they could facilitate the use (or improvement of) the Fear of Personal 
Victimisation Scale. 
 
7.2.1 Improvements to the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale 
As previously stated, the generated scale is capable of being used as a 
starting point for future research. This could involve attempting to further 
improve the factor structure. This should incorporate the inclusion of new items 
to improve the breadth and dimensionality of measures (Franklin et al., 2008). 
Potentially incorporating qualitative research e.g., thematic analysis, which 
would enable items generated to be based more on an individual’s experience 
with a fear of personal victimisation rather than a theory-driven approach 
(Hartnagel 1979; Lorenc et al., 2013). This would also remove the issues 
surrounding the dating of the scale, relevance the current day would be 
ensured due to the research taking place in the immediate present (Williamson 
et al., 2013). 
There could be some attempt to target the amount of time it will take for 
the crimes associated with the Fear of Crime Scale to become obsolete. As 
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suggested by Grabosky (1995) some crimes are less feared than they were 
previously due to the ever-changing world, meaning any further research 
should seek to establish the crimes that will be feared by the population the 
project is attempting to question. 
To facilitate useful intra-crime comparisons, the inclusion of more 
specific crimes would be a vital endeavour (Williamson et al., 2013). This 
would involve the same type of small-scale study as previously mentioned to 
research which crimes react with one another when attempting to measure 
fearfulness (Duncan, 1975; Friedman & Rosenman, 1974). Understanding 
these interactions and the impact they have on fear would be beneficial to 
better understand the fear of personal victimisation (Garofalo & Laub, 1978). 
Understanding a fear of personal victimisation and what can cause it is 
an important endeavour (Garofalo et al., 1978). The very impact of life 
satisfaction alone is a standout reason to continue attempting to develop an 
understanding of the phenomenon (Gibson, Jihong, Lovrich, & Gaffney, 2002). 
This could come in the form of qualitative methods such as using 
interviews to generate materials following analysis using thematic analysis 
(Lorenc et al., 2013; Yeager et al., 2011). This would extend the research 
conducted within this doctoral thesis and help to create new items (Lorenc et 
al., 2013). Specifically, this should target different members of the public from 
different demographic categories (e.g., genders, sexual orientations, 
ethnicities) to generate new fear of personal victimisation factors using their 
specific experiences with being fearful of crime (Blakely et al., 1997; Dammert 
et al., 2003). The current research only employed quantitative methods but in 
doing so examined a wide spectrum of different facets of fear of personal 
victimisation within the subscales, which in turn aided in developing a new fear 
of personal victimisation measure (Mesko et al., 2004). 
  Previously within the field of fear of crime/personal victimisation 
research, measures have been without a gold standard, have lacked 
psychometric evaluation and have often only examined a single predictor of 
fearfulness at a time (Dobbs et al., 2009; Mesko et al., 2004). This has enabled 
the predictors of fearfulness to be identified but not to identify which are the 
most significant contributors to fear of personal victimisation overall (Dobbs et 
al., 2009; Erskine, 1974). With these limitations, there was a need to create a 
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new measure that would more completely assess and measure an individual’s 
fearfulness regardless of the predictors that had caused it (Mesko et al., 2004). 
The purpose of this doctoral research was to develop a rigorously tested, 
extensive fear of personal victimisation measure expanding on the previous 
research by van der Wurff et al. (1989). This was accomplished with three 
distinct phases of research: phase one (PCA), phase two (generation of new 
items and further PCA), phase three (further generation of items, PCA, CFA 
and establishing the reliability of the refined measure). Future research into 
different facets of fearfulness and potential predictors is necessary to further 
enhance the refined measure and ensure the complete picture of fearfulness 
is reflected (Lerner et al., 2001). If this is focused on creating a refined 
questionnaire and specific experiences of individuals using qualitative 
methods previously discussed, then this new avenue of research would lead 
to the creation of new common themes of fear of personal victimisation, 
potential new factors and items within those factors (Lorenc et al., 2013; 
Williamson et al., 2013). This, as previously described, could lead to new 
research focusing on one facet of fearfulness (such as a particular type of 
crime) as the focus of research and examining the underlying causes using a 
single factor deemed a predictor as a measure (Mesko et al., 2004). 
Other areas could benefit from the measure created within this thesis 
Cossman, Porter and Rader (2016) indicated “self-reported health” as a factor 
impacted by a fear of personal victimisation. Targeting this with a well-rounded 
measurement tool that has been psychometrically evaluated would be a useful 
step in assessing the levels to which this “self-reported health” is impacted. 
This is a way to utilise the scale in a real-world environment (Cossman et al., 
2016). 
Other possibilities for real-world investigation are possible with the 
correct consideration (Cozjin & van Dijk, 1976; Dowler, 2003). There is an 
opportunity to use specific respondents in these studies to provide a more 
accurate depiction of their perception surrounding the specific crime (e.g., 
females and their experiences around sexual assault). Providing this will 
complete a more in-depth analysis of each of the individual facets of the Fear 
of Crime Scale and enable a more in-depth analysis of the underlying 
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scenarios in which individuals feel the most fearful (John Howard Society of 
Alberta, 1999). 
The real-world applications of the scale could also be a focus of future 
studies, using a more widely accepted version of the Big Five Inventory (BFI) 
or even the Mental Toughness Questionnaire (MTQ 48) could be a focus of 
future research to establish any real-world applications of the current research 
(Clough, 2007; Soto et al., 2017). 
There is an interesting link to “hate crimes” and vulnerability that could 
be explored (Carr, Haynes, & Schweppe, 2012). The term “hate crime” is 
referring to a crime in which an individual is specifically targeted based on a 
group of individuals the perpetrator perceives that they represent (Carr et al., 
2012). Due to the targeted nature of this type of crime, there are different social 
implications associated when compared to non-targeted victimisation (Carr et 
al., 2012). With its link to vulnerability, the crimes people fear being targeted 
by could be the focus of a future study using the current thesis’ measure. There 
would be little to no need to change the measure as there is already a 
demographic section (Tseloni, 2007). The study by Carr et al. (2012) would 
benefit from the revised scale that has emerged from this paper as it would 
enable crimes to be considered on a more generalisable approach rather than 
the Irish population that was utilised (Williamson et al., 2013).  
In a direct comparison to Social Learning Theory (where an amplified 
media coverage increases awareness and in turn anxiety) can create a state 
of panic (Carr et al., 2012). The impact of this can also be seen from the level 
of fear of plane hijacking which increased drastically with the increased 
criminalisation of such offences (Simons, 1998). 
This example suggests that fear of personal victimisation and the anxiety 
associated with one’s self-perceived level of risk of victimisation are social 
constructs that are constantly being reappraised and negotiated (Carr et al., 
2012). 
Future research will also need to take into consideration the nature of the 
positivist approach of fear of crime research (Miers, 1989). With the nature of 
this field, police statistics will have a direct impact on the level of fearfulness 
of individuals (Miers, 1989). These police statistics, however, vary as a 
function of the criteria that is used (Miers, 1989). This means the nature of fear 
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of personal victimisation would hypothetically change based on the criteria 
used to report a crime (those that are reported as more frequent are likely to 
be more feared) (Miers, 1989). 
The recent developments within the fear of crime field can now be 
considered for future research using the measure this thesis has produced. 
The theory behind these facets of fearfulness was sound, but the lack of 
measurement coherence prevented any significant strides or ability to 
generalise (or compare) findings (Pleysier et al., 2005). 
One area of note is media consumption (Callanan, 2012). Callanan 
(2012) states that there was a significant increase in fear when individuals 
were shown certain stimuli such as news articles or footage. These stimuli 
were more effective in increasing fear when they were local news from an area 
the participant recognised (Callanan, 2012). Using the current doctoral thesis’ 
measure, it would be useful to recreate this study to reduce measurement 
variance (Pleysier et al., 2005). This would enable the results to be compared 
in different populations, which would help in addressing the lacunae present 
within the field (Pleysier et al., 2005). 
 
7.2.2 Risk perception and affect 
Slovic and Peters (2006) indicate that risk in humans is perceived in two 
fundamental ways. Risks as feelings are related to an individual’s instinctive 
reaction to danger (Slovic et al., 2006). Risks as analysis bring more of a 
logical approach with reason and “scientific deliberation” to manage risk 
(Slovic et al., 2006).  
With a fear of crime, it is useful to assess risk perception, in a 1978 paper 
Lichtenstein, Slovic, Fischhoff, Layman and Combs assessed risk by asking 
individuals how they judged the frequency of death. It was found that although 
an individual was 39 times more likely to die of heart disease than of homicide, 
homicide was still more feared. Lichtenstein et al. (1978) attribute this 
phenomenon to the media coverage. Lichtenstein et al. (1978) states a 
disproportionate amount of news coverage in favour of homicide when 
newspapers were analysed. Analysis of newspapers in Lichtenstein et al. 
(1978) revealed stories relating to heart disease received only 111 inches of 
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space, where homicide-related incidents received 5042.9 inches of space 
within the same sample (Lichtenstein et al., 1978). This provides some context 
for the statement made that “fear of crime is a much larger issue than crime 
itself” by Prieto Curiel et al. (2018) and sheds some light on the potential 
reasoning behind this disparity in fear levels (p. 46).  
Kasperson et al. (1988) also indicate that risk is amplified at two levels. 
The first is the transfer of information about the risk, the second being the 
response mechanisms of society to the risk (Kasperson et al., 1988). The 
transfer of this information is usually via media outlets, public agencies and 
social stations (Kasperson et al., 1988). Social stations transmit the 
information alluding to the risk using several communication channels such as 
phone calls or direct conversation. At each stage of hearing of the risk, 
individuals amplify the risk based on the information they receive (Kasperson 
et al., 1988). These amplified risks resulted in behavioural changes 
(Kasperson et al., 1988). This can be linked to fear of crime as those who are 
older generally will engage in risk management strategies to reduce their self-
perceived risk of becoming the victim of a crime (Barbaret et al., 2004). 
With this clear link to Social Learning Theory, it would be useful to 
consider the impact of media coverage in future research applications to 
determine the impact of the media on fear of crime in a modern sample due to 
the temporal limitations of the previously described papers (Pleysier et al., 
2005). Using the measure that has been established by the current thesis, this 
could involve measuring the level of fearfulness both before and after 
introduction to media content that could elicit a fear response. 
 
7.2.3 Temporal bias 
Temporal bias is a concept that sees emotional changes based on the amount 
of time between a participant and a stimulus (Gilovich, Kerr, & Medvec, 1993). 
Confidence change is a temporal bias that focuses on diminishing levels of 
confidence the closer an event becomes (Gilovich et al., 1993). For instance, 
those who were asked to complete a test immediately were less confident than 
those who were told they could do so with a few weeks’ notice (Gilovich et al., 
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1993). It is deemed that with this bias confidence is reduced when there is a 
more immediate need to perform (Gilovich et al., 1993). 
 Impact bias is a phenomenon where individuals predict their 
emotionality to be more severe in response to a given stimulus than is realistic 
(Sanna & Schwartz, 2004). 
 Hindsight bias is a phenomenon where with the benefit of knowing the 
outcome of stimulus participants claim they “knew all along” that the result 
would be what has happened (Sanna et al., 2004). This phenomenon can take 
place regardless of how unlikely events seemed in the run-up to the incident 
in question (Sanna et al., 2004). For example, if an individual won the lottery 
and claimed after winning that they had a “good feeling” despite the 
insurmountable odds they would not win (Sanna et al., 2004). This bias is 
common in medical diagnoses and political results (Sanna et al., 2004). 
 Utilising the current measurement tool and the method of assessing the 
different types of temporal bias in Sanna et al. (2004) it would be a possible 
future research consideration to evaluate the impact of fear of personal 
victimisation on these temporal biases to establish a link. Participants in Sanna 
et al. (2004) were asked to rate their likelihood of success in a given task 
depending on when they had to complete it on a 100-point Likert scale, this 
method could easily be adapted to be used with the current measure in a way 
that could provide meaningful insight into the possible link between the two 
phenomena (Pleysier et al., 2005). 
 
7.2.4 Social constructionism and cultural bias 
Social constructionism perceives discourse to be a result of communal 
exchange (Gergen, 1985). In other words, it is that an individual’s personality 
is not just a set notion or idea, but rather a constantly changing set of decisions 
and interactions with others (Gergen, 1985). 
 Social constructionists such as Gergen (1985) believe that the terms in 
which individuals come to understand the world is a direct product of this 
discourse. Gergen (1985) goes on to state that the world is understood 
through the interchanges among people rather than some environmentally 
driven force that leads to understanding. When several concepts such as love 
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(Averill, 1985), what a child was (Aries, 1962) and a mother’s love (Badinter, 
1980) it was found that there are broadly different understandings of the 
concepts historically speaking (Gergen, 1985). 
 In the context of fear of personal victimisation, there is likely to be a 
similar alternation in perception (and understanding of right and wrong), which 
would need careful consideration in the context of using the current 
measurement tool in a different population (Gergen, 1985).  
 Cultural bias is rooted in the notion of this discourse being different in a 
dissimilar population, based on a culture having an alternative understanding 
of a concept or idea (Haddad, 2019). With the fear of crime research, this 
cannot be ignored as some cultures (such as South Africa) are more 
accustomed to general crime or specific crimes such as carjacking (Haddad, 
2019). These different cultures would likely perceive given stimuli differently 
due to the discourse they have experienced in their lifetimes (Haddad, 2019).  
 The current measurement tool created as a result of this thesis would 
be able to be altered for this cultural adaptation with the qualitative study 
previously mentioned to assess the different crimes that a culture feared 
(Williamson et al., 2013). With these adaptations, the Fear of Personal 
Victimisation Scale would still be a suitable measure for fearfulness, but would 
be able to measure crimes more specifically feared in a given population 
(Williamson et al., 2013). 
 
7.2.5 Mental toughness 
Mental toughness as a concept is a measure of an individual’s ability to have 
confidence and resiliency, which could in turn provide them success in their 
daily life or workplace (Clough, 2007). The term is also used in order to 
describe a set of generally positive attributes that help the individuals that 
possess them to cope in more difficult, challenging or stressful situations with 
ease (Clough, 2007). Research at the university of Hull conducted by Clough 
(2007), identified four key components of this “mental toughness”.  
These are namely; control, challenge, commitment and confidence 
(Clough, 2007). These components all play a role in developing an individual’s 
ability to handle a situation with more strength and leadership (Clough, 
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2007). Control refers to an individual’s self-perceived level of control (Clough, 
2007). Those who scored higher in control in this study tend to feel they are 
more in control of their work and the environment in which they work (Clough, 
2007). They are also reported as being more able to exert control on their 
working environment and thus can complete more complicated tasks or even 
perform in situations which require some form of multi-tasking (Clough, 2007). 
It is reported that there are two subscales to this scale related to control of 
emotion and control of life (Clough, 2007). Those who scored lower on 
the first subscale were less able to keep their emotional state hidden and were 
more likely to reveal their emotions and inner thoughts to those around them 
(Clough, 2007). Those who scored higher for this subscale were also more 
able to keep their anxieties in check (Clough, 2007). Those who scored higher 
on the control of life subscale were more likely to believe that they controlled 
aspects of their own lives (Clough, 2007). They believed that only they could 
control the outcome of their lives and believe that their plans could not be 
thwarted by anything outside of their own actions (Clough, 2007).  
Challenge (or change orientation) is a description of the extent to which 
those surveyed saw challenge as opportunity (Clough, 2007). It was deemed 
that those who scored higher for challenge would be likely to seek out 
challenges actively as they perceived them as a way to improve on their self-
development (Clough, 2007). These individuals thrive in constantly changing 
environments (Clough, 2007). Whereas those who scored lower 
would perceive challenges as problems or threats, they will prefer 
to minimise their exposure to those environments that will change and 
the perceived problems that will come with this change (Clough, 2007). These 
individuals will prefer “strongly stable work environments” (Clough, 2007). 
Commitment, also known as “stickability” is used to describe how well 
an individual carries out a task in the presence of problems and obstructions to 
the goals associated with the task (Clough, 2007). An individual who scored 
highly on this scale would be able to achieve their goals in 
challenging situations (such as a short deadline) (Clough, 2007). Those who 
scored on the lower end of the scale will need the assistance of less 
challenges in order to achieve a similar goal (Clough, 2007). Individuals who 
scored higher in confidence have the self-belief to complete tasks they set out 
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on more successfully than those of a similar skill set in terms of ability but a 
lower score for confidence (Clough, 2007).  
This lack of confidence can make them less persistent and make more 
frequent errors, which could be a cause for them completing tasks with any 
degree of success less frequently (Clough, 2007). Those who scored higher 
in confidence were able to take any setbacks in their stride and kept their 
heads even when the situation went wrong significantly (Clough, 2007). On 
the other end of the scale individuals who scored lower for this scale would be 
unsettled by similar setbacks and will feel undermined, some even reported 
their heads to physically “drop” (Clough, 2007).  
The idea of mental toughness and control could be targeted in the future 
by presenting participants with a scale in which items will attempt to determine 
how likely an individual will be to react in certain situations (i.e., changing their 
habits based on a self-perceived lack of control). The idea of “stickability” is 
also interesting as those who indicate they are more frequently afraid of crime 
should also demonstrate that they are more likely to change their habits on the 
social scale based on how frequently they are afraid. Establishing these links 
could provide a link between mental toughness and an individual’s self-
perceived risk of personal victimisation. The measure created to fulfil the aims 
of the current thesis alongside the MTQ could provide a link between the two 
concepts to provide some real-world application for the Fear of Personal 
Victimisation Scale. 
 
7.2.6 Mapping “fear of crime” 
In recent years there have been attempts to “map” a fear of crime/personal 
victimisation as a context specific experience (Jackson & Gouseti, 2015; 
Solymosi et al., 2020). Solymosi et al. (2020) states fear of crime is a 
“situational experience” that is transitionary. Similar to the theory that has 
driven the current thesis, Solymosi et al. (2020) reports that it is the situation 
an individual finds themselves in, rather than simply demographics that make 
them fearful. Solymosi et al. (2020) goes on to report that though many studies 
find statistical support for females reporting higher levels of fear than males, 
  
Perceptions of Fear of Personal Victimisation: A General Population Study 195 
that in certain situations males will report a higher level of fear (though it is not 
specified which situations these are). 
 Using a literature review of app-based studies, Solymosi et al. (2020) 
attempted to quantify the results of 27 studies with a given inclusion criteria 
that they must be an app-based measure. Though it was found in this study 
that the benefits included that location specific fears could be identified, there 
were a significant number of issues with the methodology applied (Solymosi 
et al., 2020). One such issue was the attempt to combine factors on a number 
of studies that suffered a great deal of measurement variance as described by 
Pleysier et al. (2005). 
 Though the method applied identified the nature of fear of personal 
victimisation being specific to situations the necessity for a gold standard 
measure is necessary to allow for such cross-study comparisons (Pleysier et 
al., 2005). In creating the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale the current 
doctoral thesis has created a measure capable of addressing these issues in 
a way that would allow for this “mapping” of fear of personal victimisation to 
take place on a global level as attempted here. The difference being there 
would be less limitations created due to measurement invariance (Pleysier et 
al., 2005; Solymosi et al., 2020). 
 
7.3 Scale effectiveness and applications 
Development of scales should also examine what specific type of 
measurement tool is most effective for collecting data for fear of personal 
victimisation. This could be Likert scales (strongly agree/fearful, strongly 
disagree/non-fearful) or polarity scales (agree vs disagree) (Pickett, 2017; 
Pickett et al., 2018). 
As the field of fear of crime is large and without rigorous psychometric 
evaluation, implementing these scales on populations and testing their 
effectiveness is an essential aspect of expanding the knowledge of the fear of 
personal victimisation overall (Pleysier et al., 2005). The revised scale was 
tested against the crimes most feared by the UK in 2016 and revealed that the 
subscales were useful in predicting whether an individual was likely to be more 
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fearful of crime overall, but also at a specific level in a similar method utilised 
by Williamson et al. (2013). 
The revised subscales of the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale were 
useful in predicting the fear of Violence (Criminalisable Space and Power) and 
Damage to Personal Property (Criminalisable Space and Attractivity). Evil 
Intent only predicted a likelihood to be fearful of fraudulent crime (alongside 
Attractivity) meaning the concepts could be useful to explore on a more 
unidimensional level. This could take the shape of a study focusing on how 
fear of fraud is impacted by the perceived “Evil Intent” of individuals. This 
unidimensional approach could also target the other subscales in order to 
develop a deeper understanding of the impact the socio-demographic 
variables have on more specific types of crime. 
Demographic variables and their impact on fear of crime and personal 
victimisation are well documented (Scheider et al., 2003) but fail to assess the 
complex and multidimensional construct that is fear of crime. The results of 
this doctoral thesis, therefore, have further bridged the gap between social 
constructs, socio-demographic categories and fear of personal victimisation. 
This has expanded the ever-growing concept of fear of personal victimisation 
in a way that reliability and validity are quantifiable and statistically supported 
(Cortina, 1993; MacCallum et al., 1996). 
Future applications of the Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale should 
investigate further situations (socially speaking) in which an individual may be 
fearful and factors that may impact (either increase or decrease) their level of 
fearfulness of personal victimisation of crime in a given set of circumstances 
(Williamson et al., 2013). The current measurement tool will be an excellent 
starting point with further scenarios improving on the breadth of constructs 
while expanding the knowledge of what may cause an individual to be more 
likely to experience a fear of personal victimisation. (Lorenc et al., 2013; 
Williamson et al., 2013). 
 There have been recent developments attempting to reduce fear in 
given populations (Maier et al., 2019). The issue with these papers is the same 
as the lacunae that have plagued the field of fear of crime research, in their 
lack of generalisability (Pleysier et al., 2005). These measures also fail to take 
into consideration the complex nature of fear of personal victimisation and 
  
Perceptions of Fear of Personal Victimisation: A General Population Study 197 
often fail to measure in a way that tackles the broad term of “crime” and what 
facet individuals perceive themselves to be at risk of (Pleysier et al., 2005). 
The revised scale generated for this thesis could fill this void and provide a 
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Chapter 8: General Conclusions 
8.1 Concluding comments 
The Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale and Fear of Crime Scale consider a 
wide range of crimes individuals could be fearful of and a broad spectrum of 
scenarios in which this fearfulness could be experienced. Any future 
developments of the measure that has emerged as a result of this thesis would 
benefit in refining the measure and providing a deeper understanding of the 
factors associated with a fear of personal victimisation.  
The research conducted in creating the refined measure has affirmed 
the use of the original items and generated new items in line with previous 
research (van der Wurff et al., 1989). The research conducted has also 
contributed to the field of fear of crime research by examining a range of 
crimes and scenarios to assess the commonality of themes that led to an 
increased fearfulness. 
Several important aspects of this research have contributed overall to 
a wider understanding of fear of personal victimisation. This thesis has 
succeeded in its aim to create a robust measurement tool capable of 
measuring a fear of personal victimisation and the reasons that may be 
causing it. Improvements have also been made to existing measures within 
the field, including the addition of items to subscales and determining the 
limitations to research conducted and a solution that would rectify issues. A 
side effect of this research is the examination of negatively worded items and 
their effects on the overall effectiveness of an item. 
At the very beginning of this thesis, the identification of the Social and 
Community Perceptions Scale as a means of assessing fearfulness on a more 
complete level was the first step. This led to collecting data using the measure 
as it existed in the literature. Involving PCA in order to assess the scale as it 
had been treated in the past (as having 4 subscales in a forced solution). This 
included 8 items on 4 subscales: Criminalisable Space, Attractivity, Power and 
Evil Intent. The performance of these subscales was rather poor in relation to 
internal consistency but did have the theoretical framework necessary to 
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facilitate the creation of additional content that would strengthen the factorial 
structure.  
Though polarity has been discussed at length within the concluding 
discussion, it would be useful to note that these may not be useful responses 
for fearfulness. Individuals who are on the fence between being fearful and not 
fearful would be more likely to pick the negative when forced into a bi-polar 
argument where they must pick a side (Christian et al., 2004; Servidio, Bocci, 
& Bianchi, 2018). This may lead to them responding inappropriately to 
something they would otherwise have indicated they were, for instance, 
‘slightly fearful’ of (Pickett et al., 2018). 
With this lack of a need to take a stand on the given topic, the question 
is easier to answer for the participant (Pickett et al., 2018). That being said, a 
Likert scale only allows responses on a fixed number of levels of (e.g., 1-5) 
(Pickett et al., 2018). This may lead to the incorrect perceptions of the concept 
being gathered and thus led the researcher to provide conclusions that do not 
accurately reflect the perceptions of those surveyed (Argyle, 1999; Matell et 
al., 1971). 
Future research into the field should have the aim of both adding items 
and refining scales, thus; exploring the item breadth, exploring new avenues 
for causes of fearfulness and attempting to produce a concise and easy way 
to administer the fear of personal victimisation measure (Huffman et al., 2008; 
Lorenc et al., 2013). Though a promising start has been the result of this 
thesis, the revised Fear of Crime Scale needs further enhancement on its 
items and factors (Morgado et al., 2018). The clarity of factors must be 
addressed at each stage to ensure there is no overlap between the subscales 
(Morgado et al., 2018). The preliminary testing of the final factorial structure 
from phase three’s CFA indicated the scale is psychometrically performing 
well according to MacCallum et al. (1996). The scale possesses excellent 
reliability, has evidence of validity and has a great deal of promise in predicting 
many different types of crime more consistently than the demographics used 
previously (Cortina, 1993; Mesko et al., 2004). 
The development of this scale also provides the option for a more global 
attempt to consolidate fear of crime research. With some minor alterations to 
the crimes that are more likely to be feared (to allow for cultural/social 
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differences) the scale could operate with any given population (Williamson et 
al., 2013). The current doctoral thesis established existing measures, 
identified limitations, identified improvements, facilitated the enhancement of 
self-reported levels of fear of personal victimisation. This has been 
accomplished by: 
1) Identifying the limitations in the 8-item factor structure of the van der 
Wurff et al. (1989) subscales. 
2) Added additional items and dimensions to these subscales to improve 
the factorial structure and improve the construct breadth. 
3) Improved subscales internal consistency and reliability with the addition 
of new items. 
4) Providing a measure with enough breadth to explore individual 
dimensions of crime (e.g., violent crime). 
5) Examined the weight of response bias against the consequences of 
reversing items. 
6) Considered item clarity and the effect this can have on respondent’s 
ability to respond appropriately. 
The research conducted has also considered the functionality of the 
subscales in relation to items with negative wording. Van Sonderen et al. 
(2013) specifically highlights response bias as being an issue when 
developing measurement tools as the validity of self-report measures is 
heavily compromised. This doctoral thesis has found consistent evidence for 
the benefit of including a selective and balanced inclusion of both positive and 
negative wording of items. Lavrakas (2008) argues that reverse-item scoring 
can reduce response bias. Roszkowski et al. (2010) states that these items 
need careful consideration in relation to their placement as their inclusion at 
random may cause issues with results. For this reason, there should be a 
careful consideration of their inclusion, placement and wording (Roszkowski 
et al., 2010). This should also lead researchers to be cautious of reversing 
items ahead of factor analysis and be aware of any factor loadings that do not 
fit the overall model (Woods, 2006). 
Future research into the phenomenon of fear of personal victimisation 
should involve a review process to evaluate the effectiveness and temporally 
sensitive nature of the measure created. This research should almost 
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definitively include qualitative methodology in order to facilitate individual 
experiences with fear of personal victimisation and self-reported risk (Lorenc 
et al., 2013). The inclusion of such practise will improve the scale’s currency 
and allow the generation of new factors to explore (for both crimes and 
scenarios) and subsequent items (Lorenc et al., 2013). Research into the 
continued development of the fear of crime field should focus on enriching item 
breadth, maintaining clarity and creating studies that use the Fear of Personal 
Victimisation Scale (with subsequent developments) to assess standalone 
crimes and the scenarios specific individuals may be fearful of them (Huber, 
1985; Huffman et al., 2008). 
 
8.2 Significance and scope 
Developing this measure has enabled a more well-rounded picture of a “fear 
of personal victimisation” to be created as it enables further investigation into 
underlying causes of this fearfulness. The measure created will enable testing 
alongside scales that are present within the literature that measure other 
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Chapter 10: Appendices 
10.1 Phase one questionnaire booklet 
 
 
Start of Block: Consent 
 
Q1 Perceptions of Fear of Crime: A General Population Study   Thank you for 
considering taking part in this study. The purpose of this questionnaire is to explore 
perceptions of fear of crime among the general population.   If you have been the 
victim of a traumatic crime and/or are under the age of 18, please do not take part in 
this study.    You will be asked to complete an anonymous questionnaire, which 
should take approximately 10-15 minutes. The questionnaire contains several 
sections; each contains a number of statements. Additionally, you will be asked to 
provide a small amount of demographic information (e.g., age, preferred gender). In 
order to complete the survey, you must complete all sections fully. There are no right 
or wrong answers and there is no time limit.   All information provided will be 
treated anonymously. If you would like to withdraw from the study, you can do so at 
any point up to four weeks after taking part. To withdraw, please email the lead 
researcher quoting the unique ID that you will have the opportunity to create towards 
the end of the study. The email address of the lead researcher is: 
Benjamin.l.hall2@stu.mmu.ac.uk     Thank you for taking the time to read this 
information.   Pressing continue below is equivalent to giving your consent to take 
part:   
o Continue (1)  
 
End of Block: Consent 
 
Start of Block: Demographic 
 





Q3 Please select your preferred gender from the options below: 
o Male (1)  
o Female (2)  
o Prefer not to say (3)  
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Q4 Select your self-defined ethnicity from the options below: 
o White (1)  
o Black (2)  
o Asian (3)  
o Mixed ethnic background (4)  
o Prefer not to say (5)  




Q5 Choose your sexual orientation from the options below: 
o Heterosexual (1)  
o Homosexual (2)  
o Bisexual (3)  




Q6 What is your current level of income per annum? 
o Under 15,000 (1)  
o 15,000-30,000 (2)  
o 30,000-50,000 (3)  
o 75,000-100,000 (4)  
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Q7 What is the highest level of education that you have achieved?  
o High School (1)  
o College/Sixth Form (2)  
o Bachelor's Degree (3)  
o Masters Degree (4)  




Q8 Household Composition - please select the option from below that most 
accurately indicates how many people live in your current residency with you: 
o 0 (none) (1)  
o 1 (2)  
o 2 (3)  
o 3 (4)  
o 4 (5)  
o 5 (6)  
o 6 (7)  
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Q9 Which of the following options best describes where your house is located? 
o Small Town (1)  
o Large town (2)  
o City (3)  
o Estate (4)  
o Countryside (5)  




Q10 Which of the following options best describes the house you currently live in?  
o Terraced (1)  
o Semi-Detached (2)  
o Detached (3)  
o Cottage (4)  
o Bungalow (5)  




Q11 How long have you lived in the area you currently live in? 
o Less than one year (1)  
o 1-5 years (2)  
o 5-10 years (3)  
o 15-20 years (4)  
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Q12 How would you describe your health within the last twelve months? 
o Poor (1)  
o Average (2)  
o Good (3)  




Q13 How would you describe how well you know the people living in your area? 
o Not very well (1)  
o Slightly well (2)  
o Moderately well (3)  
o Very well (4)  




Q14 How often do you partake in some form of hobby that does not take place in 
your house (e.g., running, attending language classes)?  
o Never (1)  
o Once every few months (2)  
o Once every month (3)  
o Once a week (4)  
o Multiple times a week (5)  
 
End of Block: Demographic 
 
Start of Block: POPS 
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Q15  Perceptions of Police Scale   Please indicate your agreement with the 














friendly (1)  o  o  o  o  o  
Police 
officers 




fairly (3)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I like the 
police (4)  o  o  o  o  o  
The police 
are good 
people (5)  o  o  o  o  o  




o  o  o  o  o  
The police 
provide safety 
(7)  o  o  o  o  o  
The police 
are helpful 





o  o  o  o  o  
The police 
are reliable 
(10)  o  o  o  o  o  
Police 
officers are 






o  o  o  o  o  
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End of Block: POPS 
 
Start of Block: Block 7 
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Q16  Social/Community Perceptions Scale   Please indicate your agreement with 












I think that 
people who are 
up to no good 
are likely to 
target me and 
my possessions. 
(1)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I think that 
people are 
jealous of me. 
(2)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I think I'm 
capable of 
chasing off a 
potential 
assailant. (3)  
o  o  o  o  o  




o  o  o  o  o  
I generally trust 
strangers. (5)  o  o  o  o  o  
I distrust 
particular 
people in my 
surroundings. 
(6)  
o  o  o  o  o  
When I'm on 





path. (7)  
o  o  o  o  o  
When I have to 
go out 
somewhere, I 
make sure that I 
take a safe 
route. (8)  
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End of Block: Block 7 
 
Start of Block: Block 8 
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Q17  Fear of Crime Scale   Rate how fearful you are of each of the following 
crimes happening to you from 'strongly non fearful' to 'fearful'.  
  















into. (1)  o  o  o  o  o  
When parked 





into. (2)  
o  o  o  o  o  
When in an 





o  o  o  o  o  
When in an 





o  o  o  o  o  
Sexual 
assault. (6)  o  o  o  o  o  
Interpersonal 
assault (ABH 
or GBH). (8)  o  o  o  o  o  
Murder. (9)  o  o  o  o  o  
Terrorism. 




scams). (11)  
o  o  o  o  o  




vehicle). (13)  
o  o  o  o  o  
  






o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Block 8 
 
Start of Block: Fear of crime 
 
Q18 Frequency of Fear of Crime Scale   The following section asks you questions 
about your fear of crime, to determine how frequently you experience it and how 




Q19 Question 1. In the past year, have you felt fearful about the possibility of 
becoming a victim of crime? 
o Yes (1)  
o No (2)  
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Q20 If you answered 'yes' to the previous question (Question 1), how frequently 
have you felt this way in the past year? 
o 1 occasion (1)  
o 2 occasions (2)  
o 3 occasions (3)  
o 4 occasions (4)  
o 5 occasions (5)  
o 6 occasions (6)  
o 7 occasions (7)  
o 8 occasions (8)  
o 9 occasions (9)  
o 10 occasions (10)  




Q21 If you answered 'yes' to Question 1, on the last occasion, how fearful did you 
feel? 
o Not very fearful (1)  
o A little bit fearful (2)  
o Quite fearful (3)  
o Very fearful (4)  
o Cannot remember (5)  
 
End of Block: Fear of crime 
 
Start of Block: Block 6 
 
Q22 The ethics committee requires that you are given the opportunity to withdraw 
from this study up to four weeks after taking part. Please create a unique code below 
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(and make a note of this). If you would like to withdraw, contact the lead researcher 
with this unique code at Benjamin.l.hall2@stu.mmu.ac.uk 




Page Break  
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Q23 You have just taken part in a survey exploring perceptions of fear of 
crime among the general population. Thank you for taking part in this study. The 
information you have provided will be treated anonymously. If you would like to 
withdraw your data, please email the lead researcher (at 
Benjami.l.hall2@stu.mmu.ac.uk) with your unique code that you created previously.   
The final button on this page will submit your answers. If for any reason you have 
experienced any difficulties as a result of taking part, contact details of appropriate 
support are provided below:jo@samaritans.co.uk  
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10.2 Phase two questionnaire booklet 
 
 
Start of Block: Consent 
 
Q1 Perceptions of Fear of Crime: A General Population Study   Thank you for 
considering taking part in this study. The purpose of this questionnaire is to explore 
perceptions of fear of crime among the general population.   If you have been the 
victim of a traumatic crime and/or are under the age of 18, please do not take part in 
this study.    You will be asked to complete an anonymous questionnaire, which 
should take approximately 10-15 minutes. The questionnaire contains several 
sections; each contains a number of statements. Additionally, you will be asked to 
provide a small amount of demographic information (e.g., age, preferred gender). In 
order to complete the survey, you must complete all sections fully. There are no right 
or wrong answers and there is no time limit.   All information provided will be 
treated anonymously. If you would like to withdraw from the study, you can do so at 
any point up to four weeks after taking part. To withdraw, please email the lead 
researcher quoting the unique ID that you will have the opportunity to create towards 
the end of the study. The email address of the lead researcher is: 
Benjamin.l.hall2@stu.mmu.ac.uk     Thank you for taking the time to read this 
information.   Pressing continue below is equivalent to giving your consent to take 
part:   
o Continue (1)  
 
End of Block: Consent 
 
Start of Block: Block 9 
 





Q16 Please select your preferred gender from the options below: 
o Male (1)  
o Female (2)  
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Q18 Select your self-defined ethnicity from the options below: 
o White (1)  
o Black (2)  
o Asian (3)  
o Mixed ethnic background (4)  
o Prefer not to say (5)  




Q20 I Live in the UK  
o Yes (1)  




Q22 What is your usual place of residence? 
o Major city (1)  
o Minor city (2)  
o Major town (3)  
o Small town (4)  




Q24 Are you currently a student? 
o Yes (1)  
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Q38 If you answered "Yes" to the previous question, at what academic level do you 
study? 
o Undergraduate (1)  









Q40 Do you work at a job whilst studying? 
o Yes (4)  




Q41 If you are not a student, what is your occupation? 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
End of Block: Block 9 
 
Start of Block: Block 10 
 
Q43 Different types of crime are listed in the following. Please state if such a crime 
in the UK, in your opinion, has decreased, stayed the same or increased over the last 
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Q42 Crimes in total 
o Has become much rarer (1)  
o Has become rarer (2)  
o Has become slightly rarer (3)  
o Has remained the same (4)  
o Has become somewhat more frequent (5)  
o Has become more frequent (6)  





o Has become much rarer (1)  
o Has become rarer (2)  
o Has become slightly rarer (3)  
o Has remained the same (4)  
o Has become somewhat more frequent (5)  
o Has become more frequent (6)  
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Q45 Theft in total 
o Has become much rarer (1)  
o Has become rarer (2)  
o Has become slightly rarer (3)  
o Has remained the same (4)  
o Has become somewhat more frequent (5)  
o Has become more frequent (6)  





o Has become much rarer (1)  
o Has become rarer (2)  
o Has become slightly rarer (3)  
o Has remained the same (4)  
o Has become somewhat more frequent (5)  
o Has become more frequent (6)  
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Q36 To protect themselves from crime in everyday life, people often take certain 
precautions. Please state how often you take the precautions named.  
 Never (1) Rarely (2) 
Sometimes 
(3) 
Often (4) Always (5) 
I leave the 
house only if 




or places (2)  






possible (3)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I avoid using 
public 
transport at 
night (4)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I avoid 
carrying a lot 
of money 
with me (5)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I take care 
that my home 
does not look 
unoccupied 
during my 
absence (6)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I carry irritant 
gas, a knife or 
another 
weapon with 
me for self 
defence (7)  







extra bolt or 
turning on an 
alarm system 
(8)  
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Q37 If you think about yourself; how often do you have the following worries? I'm 
afraid that...  
 Never (1) Rarely (2) 
Sometimes 
(3) 





o  o  o  o  o  
I will have 
something 
stolen from 
me in some 
way (2)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I will be hit 
or hurt (3)  o  o  o  o  o  
I will be 
robbed (4)  o  o  o  o  o  




raped (5)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I may be 
killed in an 
act of 
violence (6)  
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Q39 How likely is it, in your opinion, that these things might happen to you 














o  o  o  o  o  
I will have 
something 
stolen from 
me in some 
way (2)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I will be hit 
or hurt (3)  o  o  o  o  o  
I will be 
robbed (4)  o  o  o  o  o  




raped (5)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I may be 
killed in an 
act of 
violence (6)  
o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Block 10 
 
Start of Block: Block 13 
 
Q40 Here are a number of characteristics that may or may not apply to you. For 
example, do you agree that you are someone who likes to spend time with others. 
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Please rate how strongly you personally agree with the following. I am someone 
who... 
  












Tends to be 
quiet (1)  o  o  o  o  o  
Is 
compassionate 
(2)  o  o  o  o  o  
Tends to be 
disorganised 
(3)  o  o  o  o  o  
Worries a lot 
(4)  o  o  o  o  o  
Is fascinated 
by art, music 
or literature 
(5)  
o  o  o  o  o  
Is dominant, 
acts as a leader 
(6)  o  o  o  o  o  
Is sometimes 
rude to others 
(7)  o  o  o  o  o  
Has difficulty 
starting on 
tasks (8)  o  o  o  o  o  
Tends to feel 
depressed or 





o  o  o  o  o  
Is full of 
energy (11)  o  o  o  o  o  
Assumes the 
best about 
people (12)  o  o  o  o  o  
Is reliable and 
can always be 
counted on 
(13)  
o  o  o  o  o  
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Is emotionally 
stable and not 
easily upset 
(14)  
o  o  o  o  o  
Is original and 
comes up with 
new ideas (15)  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Block 13 
 
Start of Block: Block 7 
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Q16  Social/Community Perceptions Scale   Please indicate your agreement with 
the following statements using the response scale from 'strongly disagree' to 'strongly 
agree'. 
  











I think that 
people who are 
up to no good 
are likely to 
target me and 
my possessions. 
(1)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I think that 
people are 
jealous of me. 
(2)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I think I'm 
capable of 
chasing off a 
potential 
assailant. (3)  
o  o  o  o  o  




o  o  o  o  o  
I generally trust 
strangers. (5)  o  o  o  o  o  
I distrust 
particular 
people in my 
surroundings. 
(6)  
o  o  o  o  o  
When I'm on 





path. (7)  
o  o  o  o  o  
When I have to 
go out 
somewhere, I 
make sure that I 
take a safe 
route. (8)  
o  o  o  o  o  
No one could 
take my 
possessions if 
they tried. (9)  
o  o  o  o  o  
  
Perceptions of Fear of Personal Victimisation: A General Population Study 260 
Due to a lack of 
power I am 
apprehensive 
around 
strangers. (10)  
o  o  o  o  o  




may arise. (11)  
o  o  o  o  o  




strangers. (12)  
o  o  o  o  o  
Due to a lack of 
self-assurance 
the presence of 
others makes 
me feel 
vulnerable. (13)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I am confident 
my personal 
possessions are 
safe. (14)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I check my 
pockets when I 
am out because 
I lack control. 
(15)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I would leave 
my wallet in the 
open at work 
(16)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I generally feel 
safe and in 
control. (17)  o  o  o  o  o  
I am confident 
that my 
property is 
secure. (18)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I am able to 
deal with 
strangers 
effectively. (19)  
o  o  o  o  o  
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I am not 
worried by the 
thought of 
visiting new 
areas because I 
know I am able 
to handle novel 
situations. (20)  
o  o  o  o  o  






o  o  o  o  o  
I feel vulnerable 
to crime. (22)  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Block 7 
 
Start of Block: Block 6 
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Q34  
 Please indicate your agreement with the following statements using the 
response scale from 'strongly disagree' to 'strongly agree'. 
  













intentions. (1)  o  o  o  o  o  





o  o  o  o  o  
People will do 
anything to 
get what they 
want. (3)  




feel they can 
get away with. 
(4)  
o  o  o  o  o  
People are bad 











o  o  o  o  o  
Due to the 
criminal intent 
of others I do 
not feel my 
property is 
secure. (8)  




safety at risk. 
(9)  
o  o  o  o  o  
  











o  o  o  o  o  
The world is a 
threatening 




o  o  o  o  o  
Unfamiliar 
people pose a 
risk to my 
personal 
safety. (13)  
o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Block 6 
 
Start of Block: Block 7 
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Q36  Please indicate your agreement with the following statements using the 
response scale from 'strongly disagree' to 'strongly agree'. 
  






















criminals. (2)  




by others. (3)  




more likely to 
be targeted by 
criminals (4)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I am often the 
victim of 
jealousy from 
strangers (5)  
o  o  o  o  o  
As an items 
value 
increases so 
does risk of 
theft. (6)  








generally. (7)  




are more at 
risk. (8)  
o  o  o  o  o  
  





criminals. (9)  
o  o  o  o  o  
The better I 
dress the more 
at risk from 
crime I am. 
(10)  







o  o  o  o  o  
The more I 
value an item 
the greater the 
threat of theft. 
(12)  
o  o  o  o  o  
Popular items 
are more 
likely to be 
targeted by 
criminals (13)  






others. (14)  





strangers (15)  
o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Block 7 
 
Start of Block: Block 8 
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Q38  Please indicate your agreement with the following statements using the 
response scale from 'strongly disagree' to 'strongly agree'. 
  

















locations. (1)  
o  o  o  o  o  
When 
travelling 
alone at night 
I worry for 
my personal 
safety. (2)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I am mindful 
of security at 
work. (3)  o  o  o  o  o  







o  o  o  o  o  
On public 




strangers. (5)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I worry about 
the safety of 
my 
possessions 
when not at 
home. (6)  
o  o  o  o  o  
New places 
are a constant 
source of 
criminal 
threat. (7)  
o  o  o  o  o  
When I am at 
home alone I 
am fearful of 
unexpected 
callers. (8)  
o  o  o  o  o  
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In public 
places I fear 




o  o  o  o  o  











me feel at risk 
from crime. 
(11)  
o  o  o  o  o  
Youths on 
street corners 
are often up 
to no good. 
(12)  









crime. (13)  
o  o  o  o  o  
When I go to 
sleep at night 




o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Block 8 
 
Start of Block: Block 8 
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Q17  Fear of Crime Scale   Rate how fearful you are of each of the following 
crimes happening to you from 'strongly non fearful' to 'fearful'.  
  















into. (1)  o  o  o  o  o  
When parked 





into. (2)  
o  o  o  o  o  
When in an 





o  o  o  o  o  
When in an 





o  o  o  o  o  
Sexual 
assault. (6)  o  o  o  o  o  
Interpersonal 
assault (ABH 
or GBH). (8)  o  o  o  o  o  
Murder. (9)  o  o  o  o  o  
Terrorism. 




scams). (11)  
o  o  o  o  o  




vehicle). (13)  
o  o  o  o  o  
  






o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Block 8 
 
Start of Block: Fear of crime 
 
Q18 Frequency of Fear of Crime Scale   The following section asks you questions 
about your fear of crime, to determine how frequently you experience it and how 




Q19 Question 1. In the past year, have you felt fearful about the possibility of 
becoming a victim of crime? 
o Yes (1)  
o No (2)  
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Q20 If you answered 'yes' to the previous question (Question 1), how frequently 
have you felt this way in the past year? 
o 1 occasion (1)  
o 2 occasions (2)  
o 3 occasions (3)  
o 4 occasions (4)  
o 5 occasions (5)  
o 6 occasions (6)  
o 7 occasions (7)  
o 8 occasions (8)  
o 9 occasions (9)  
o 10 occasions (10)  




Q21 If you answered 'yes' to Question 1, on the last occasion, how fearful did you 
feel? 
o Not very fearful (1)  
o A little bit fearful (2)  
o Quite fearful (3)  
o Very fearful (4)  
o Cannot remember (5)  
 
End of Block: Fear of crime 
 
Start of Block: Block 6 
 
Q22 The ethics committee requires that you are given the opportunity to withdraw 
from this study up to four weeks after taking part. Please create a unique code below 
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(and make a note of this). If you would like to withdraw, contact the lead researcher 
with this unique code at Benjamin.l.hall2@stu.mmu.ac.uk 




Page Break  
  
  
Perceptions of Fear of Personal Victimisation: A General Population Study 276 
 
Q23 You have just taken part in a survey exploring perceptions of fear of 
crime among the general population. Thank you for taking part in this study. The 
information you have provided will be treated anonymously. If you would like to 
withdraw your data, please email the lead researcher (at 
Benjami.l.hall2@stu.mmu.ac.uk) with your unique code that you created previously.   
The final button on this page will submit your answers. If for any reason you have 
experienced any difficulties as a result of taking part, contact details of appropriate 
support are provided below:jo@samaritans.co.uk  
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10.3 Phase three questionnaire booklet 
 
 
Start of Block: Consent 
 
Q1 Perceptions of Fear of Crime: A General Population Study   Thank you for 
considering taking part in this study. The purpose of this questionnaire is to explore 
perceptions of fear of crime among the general population.   If you have been the 
victim of a traumatic crime and/or are under the age of 18, please do not take part in 
this study.    You will be asked to complete an anonymous questionnaire, which 
should take approximately 10-15 minutes. The questionnaire contains several 
sections; each contains a number of statements. Additionally, you will be asked to 
provide a small amount of demographic information (e.g., age, preferred gender). In 
order to complete the survey, you must complete all sections fully. There are no right 
or wrong answers and there is no time limit.   All information provided will be 
treated anonymously. If you would like to withdraw from the study, you can do so at 
any point up to four weeks after taking part. To withdraw, please email the lead 
researcher quoting the unique ID that you will have the opportunity to create towards 
the end of the study. The email address of the lead researcher is: 
Benjamin.l.hall2@stu.mmu.ac.uk     Thank you for taking the time to read this 
information.   Pressing continue below is equivalent to giving your consent to take 
part:   
o Continue (1)  
 
End of Block: Consent 
 
Start of Block: Block 9 
 





Q16 Please select your preferred gender from the options below: 
o Male (1)  
o Female (2)  
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Q18 Select your self-defined ethnicity from the options below: 
o White (1)  
o Black (2)  
o Asian (3)  
o Mixed ethnic background (4)  
o Prefer not to say (5)  




Q20 I Live in the UK  
o Yes (1)  




Q22 What is your usual place of residence? 
o Major city (1)  
o Minor city (2)  
o Major town (3)  
o Small town (4)  




Q24 Are you currently a student? 
o Yes (1)  




Perceptions of Fear of Personal Victimisation: A General Population Study 279 
 
Q38 If you answered "Yes" to the previous question, at what academic level do you 
study? 
o Undergraduate (1)  









Q40 Do you work at a job whilst studying? 
o Yes (4)  




Q41 If you are not a student, what is your occupation? 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
End of Block: Block 9 
 
Start of Block: Block 10 
 
Q43 Different types of crime are listed in the following. Please state if such a crime 
in the UK, in your opinion, has decreased, stayed the same or increased over the last 
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Q42 Crimes in total 
o Has become much rarer (1)  
o Has become rarer (2)  
o Has become slightly rarer (3)  
o Has remained the same (4)  
o Has become somewhat more frequent (5)  
o Has become more frequent (6)  





o Has become much rarer (1)  
o Has become rarer (2)  
o Has become slightly rarer (3)  
o Has remained the same (4)  
o Has become somewhat more frequent (5)  
o Has become more frequent (6)  
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Q45 Theft in total 
o Has become much rarer (1)  
o Has become rarer (2)  
o Has become slightly rarer (3)  
o Has remained the same (4)  
o Has become somewhat more frequent (5)  
o Has become more frequent (6)  





o Has become much rarer (1)  
o Has become rarer (2)  
o Has become slightly rarer (3)  
o Has remained the same (4)  
o Has become somewhat more frequent (5)  
o Has become more frequent (6)  
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Q36 To protect themselves from crime in everyday life, people often take certain 
precautions. Please state how often you take the precautions named.  
 Never (1) Rarely (2) 
Sometimes 
(3) 
Often (4) Always (5) 
I leave the 
house only if 




or places (2)  






possible (3)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I avoid using 
public 
transport at 
night (4)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I avoid 
carrying a lot 
of money 
with me (5)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I take care 
that my home 
does not look 
unoccupied 
during my 
absence (6)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I carry irritant 
gas, a knife or 
another 
weapon with 
me for self 
defence (7)  







extra bolt or 
turning on an 
alarm system 
(8)  
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Q37 If you think about yourself; how often do you have the following worries? I'm 
afraid that...  
 Never (1) Rarely (2) 
Sometimes 
(3) 





o  o  o  o  o  
I will have 
something 
stolen from 
me in some 
way (2)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I will be hit 
or hurt (3)  o  o  o  o  o  
I will be 
robbed (4)  o  o  o  o  o  




raped (5)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I may be 
killed in an 
act of 
violence (6)  
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Q39 How likely is it, in your opinion, that these things might happen to you 














o  o  o  o  o  
I will have 
something 
stolen from 
me in some 
way (2)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I will be hit 
or hurt (3)  o  o  o  o  o  
I will be 
robbed (4)  o  o  o  o  o  




raped (5)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I may be 
killed in an 
act of 
violence (6)  
o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Block 10 
 
Start of Block: Block 7 
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Q16  Social/Community Perceptions Scale   Please indicate your agreement with 
the following statements using the response scale from 'strongly disagree' to 'strongly 
agree'. 
  











When I am at 
home alone I 
am fearful of 
unexpected 
callers. (1)  
o  o  o  o  o  
When I go to 
sleep at night 




o  o  o  o  o  
In public 
places I fear 




o  o  o  o  o  
I generally 
feel safe and 
in control. (4)  o  o  o  o  o  
I feel 
vulnerable to 






me feel at risk 
from crime 
(6)  
o  o  o  o  o  
Due to the 
criminal 
intent of 
others I do 
not feel my 
property is 
secure. (7)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I worry about 
the safety of 
my 
possessions 
when not at 
home. (8)  
o  o  o  o  o  
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On public 




strangers. (9)  
o  o  o  o  o  
New places 
are a constant 
source of 
criminal 
threat. (10)  
o  o  o  o  o  







o  o  o  o  o  
I check my 
pockets when 
I am out 
because I lack 
control. (12)  
o  o  o  o  o  





o  o  o  o  o  
I am not 
worried by 
the thought of 
visiting new 
areas because 
I know I am 








is secure. (15)  
o  o  o  o  o  








o  o  o  o  o  
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End of Block: Block 7 
 
Start of Block: Block 6 
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Q34  
 Please indicate your agreement with the following statements using the 














feel they can 
get away with. 
(1)  





o  o  o  o  o  
People will do 
anything to 
get what they 
want. (3)  
o  o  o  o  o  
People are bad 









intentions. (6)  
o  o  o  o  o  
The world is a 
threatening 










o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Block 6 
 
Start of Block: Block 7 
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Q36  Please indicate your agreement with the following statements using the 
response scale from 'strongly disagree' to 'strongly agree'. 
  















criminals (1)  
o  o  o  o  o  
As an items 
value 
increases so 
does risk of 
theft. (2)  





criminals. (3)  
o  o  o  o  o  
Popular items 
are more 
likely to be 
targeted by 
criminals (4)  




are more at 
risk. (5)  





strangers (6)  








generally. (7)  
o  o  o  o  o  




criminals. (8)  
o  o  o  o  o  
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I would not 
leave 
valuable 
items in a 
shared space. 
(9)  
o  o  o  o  o  
My precious 
possessions 
are at risk of 
theft. (10)  




















o  o  o  o  o  
I do not buy 
expensive 
items because 
they are likely 
to be stolen. 
(14)  





will become a 
victim of 
crime. (15)  
o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Block 7 
 
Start of Block: Block 11 
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Q42  Please indicate your agreement with the following statements using the 
response scale from 'strongly disagree' to 'strongly agree'. 
  











I am not 
fearful of 
criminals as 
they pose no 
threat to my 
property. (1)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I am not 
fearful of 
criminals as 
they pose no 
threat to me 
physically. 
(2)  
o  o  o  o  o  





criminals. (3)  
o  o  o  o  o  




criminals. (4)  
o  o  o  o  o  




criminals. (5)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I do not feel 
that I would 





o  o  o  o  o  
I am able to 
resist the 
intentions of 
criminals. (7)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I am 
confident in 
my ability to 
defend myself 
from criminal 
attack. (8)  
o  o  o  o  o  
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I am not able 
to protect 
myself from 
criminals. (9)  
o  o  o  o  o  
If my home is 
occupied it is 
protected 
from 
criminals (10)  




property. (11)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I am 
confident in 
my ability to 
protect my 
property. (12)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I am prepared 
to deal with 
criminal 
intent. (13)  
o  o  o  o  o  




attacked. (14)  
o  o  o  o  o  




robbed. (15)  
o  o  o  o  o  





o  o  o  o  o  






o  o  o  o  o  
I am often the 
victim of 
jealousy from 
strangers (18)  
o  o  o  o  o  
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End of Block: Block 11 
 
Start of Block: Block 11 
 
  
Perceptions of Fear of Personal Victimisation: A General Population Study 297 
Q43 Original SOCOM Scale   Please indicate your agreement with the following 











I think that 
people who are 
up to no good 
are likely to 
target me and 
my possessions. 
(1)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I think that 
people are 
jealous of me. 
(2)  
o  o  o  o  o  
I think I'm 
capable of 
chasing off a 
potential 
assailant. (3)  
o  o  o  o  o  




o  o  o  o  o  
I generally trust 
strangers. (5)  o  o  o  o  o  
I distrust 
particular 
people in my 
surroundings. 
(6)  
o  o  o  o  o  
When I'm on 





path. (7)  
o  o  o  o  o  
When I have to 
go out 
somewhere, I 
make sure that I 
take a safe 
route. (8)  
o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Block 11 
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Start of Block: Block 8 
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Q17  Fear of Crime Scale   Rate how fearful you are of each of the following 
crimes happening to you from 'strongly non fearful' to 'fearful'.  
  















into. (1)  o  o  o  o  o  
When parked 





into. (2)  
o  o  o  o  o  
When in an 





o  o  o  o  o  
When in an 





o  o  o  o  o  
Sexual 
assault. (6)  o  o  o  o  o  
Interpersonal 
assault (ABH 
or GBH). (8)  o  o  o  o  o  
Murder. (9)  o  o  o  o  o  
Terrorism. 




scams). (11)  
o  o  o  o  o  




vehicle). (13)  
o  o  o  o  o  
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End of Block: Block 8 
 
Start of Block: Fear of crime 
 
Q18 Frequency of Fear of Crime Scale   The following section asks you questions 
about your fear of crime, to determine how frequently you experience it and how 




Q19 Question 1. In the past year, have you felt fearful about the possibility of 
becoming a victim of crime? 
o Yes (1)  
o No (2)  









o  o  o  o  o  
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Q20 If you answered 'yes' to the previous question (Question 1), how frequently 
have you felt this way in the past year? 
o 1 occasion (1)  
o 2 occasions (2)  
o 3 occasions (3)  
o 4 occasions (4)  
o 5 occasions (5)  
o 6 occasions (6)  
o 7 occasions (7)  
o 8 occasions (8)  
o 9 occasions (9)  
o 10 occasions (10)  




Q21 If you answered 'yes' to Question 1, on the last occasion, how fearful did you 
feel? 
o Not very fearful (1)  
o A little bit fearful (2)  
o Quite fearful (3)  
o Very fearful (4)  
o Cannot remember (5)  
 
End of Block: Fear of crime 
 
Start of Block: Block 6 
 
Q22 The ethics committee requires that you are given the opportunity to withdraw 
from this study up to four weeks after taking part. Please create a unique code below 
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(and make a note of this). If you would like to withdraw, contact the lead researcher 
with this unique code at Benjamin.l.hall2@stu.mmu.ac.uk 




Page Break  
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Q23 You have just taken part in a survey exploring perceptions of fear of 
crime among the general population. Thank you for taking part in this study. The 
information you have provided will be treated anonymously. If you would like to 
withdraw your data, please email the lead researcher (at 
Benjamin.l.hall2@stu.mmu.ac.uk) with your unique code that you created 
previously.   The final button on this page will submit your answers. If for any 
reason you have experienced any difficulties as a result of taking part, contact details 
of appropriate support are provided below:jo@samaritans.co.uk  
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10.8 Peripheral analyses – Phase One 
 
Frequency and intensity of fearfulness scale 
A series of Pearson’s correlations were run on these data to investigate the 
relationships between the Fear of Crime Scale scores and the Intensity and 
Frequency of fear of crime questions from Farrall and Gadd (2004). 
 First was the frequency and intensity questions r(186) = .33, p < .001. 
This finding suggests that those who were fearful more frequently were also 
likely to report a higher level of fearfulness on the last occasion they were 
fearful. 
For the frequency of fear of crime question r(186) = .24, p < .001, 
suggesting that those who scored higher on the Fear of Crime Scale were 
more likely to be fearful of crime more frequently. 
For the intensity of fear of crime question r(186) = .37, p < .001, 
suggesting that individuals who scored highly for fear of crime on the Fear of 
Crime Scale felt a more intense fear of crime than those who indicated they 
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Perceptions of police scale 
In order to assess the relationships of police perception with fear of personal 
victimisation, the (2) subscales suggested by Nadal et al. (2015) (Police 
confidence, 9 items; Police bias, 3 items) were placed into a set of Pearson’s 
correlations with the subscales of the Fear of Crime Scale. 
Table 7. Pearson’s correlations to examine the relationships between the 
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10.9 Items generated for phase two 
“Power” (Self assurance and control in the face of potential threat - 
self vs. other) 
No one could take my possessions if they tried. 
Due to a lack of power I am apprehensive around strangers. 
I am able to handle any threatening situation that may arise. 
I feel able to protect myself from threats posed by strangers. 
Due to a lack of self-assurance the presence of others makes me feel 
vulnerable. 
I am confident my personal possessions are safe. 
I check my pockets when I am out because I lack control. 
I would leave my wallet in the open at work 
I generally feel safe and in control. 
I am confident that my property is secure. 
I am able to deal with strangers effectively. 
I am not worried by the thought of visiting new areas because I know I am 
able to handle novel situations. 
I believe I am capable of protecting myself from external threat. 
I feel vulnerable to crime. 
I think I'm capable of chasing off a potential assailant.  
I generally stay clear of rows/arguments.  
 
"Evil Intent" (Wrong doers roles - attribution of criminal intentions) 
Most people have criminal intentions. 
I feel people have bad intentions towards me. 
People will do anything to get what they want. 
People will generally do things they feel they can get away with. 
People are bad natured. 
People today are less trustworthy. 
There are many criminals within society. 
Due to the criminal intent of others I do no feel my property is secure. 
Criminals place my personal safety is at risk. 
I am suspicious of people's intentions. 
People are generally manipulative. 
The world is a threatening place, full of criminal wrongdoing. 
Unfamiliar people pose a risk to my personal safety. 
I generally trust strangers. 
I distrust particular people in my surroundings.  
 
“Attractivity” (Attractive to criminals -self or possessions) 
People often desire others new possessions. 
My treasured personal possessions are highly attractive to criminals. 
My costly belongings are targeted by others. 
Socially desirable items are more likely to be targeted by criminals 
I am often the victim of jealousy from strangers 
As an items value increases so does risk of theft. 
My personal effects (i.e., mobile telephone, wallet) are desirable to criminals 
generally. 
Social desirable belongings are more at risk. 
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People with obvious wealth are targeted by criminals. 
The better I dress the more at risk from crime I am. 
Expensive jewellery is highly desirable to criminals . 
The more I value an item the greater the threat of theft. 
Popular items are more likely to be targeted by criminals 
My valuable property attracts the inappropriate attention of others. 
Rare possessions are highly attractive to strangers 
I think that people who are up to no good are likely to target me and my 
possessions 
I think that people are jealous of me.  
 
“Criminalisable space” (Situation in which a crime may take place - 
criminal) 
I feel vulnerable to crime when visiting unfamiliar inner city locations. 
When travelling alone at night I worry my personal safety. 
I am mindful of security at work. 
I am cautious of wrong doing when walking down the high street. 
On public transport I am concerned about the threat of strangers. 
I worry about the safety of my possessions when not at home. 
New places are a constant source of criminal threat. 
When I am at home alone I am fearful of unexpected callers. 
In public places I fear for the safety of my possessions. 
Late at night I feel vulnerable to criminals. 
Novel situations, such as visiting new cities make me feel at risk from crime. 
Youths on street corners are often up to no good. 
Certain locations should be avoided because they are associated with high 
levels of crime. 
When I go to sleep at night I am fearful of someone breaking in. 
When I'm on my way home, I sometimes imagine that someone will obstruct my 
path.  
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10.10 Exploratory PCA for the phase two items 
Table. The breakdown of the remaining items using PCA for the four-factor 
system following an iterative process to remove cross loading items. 
 PCA scores for each subscale of a four-factor system 




Due to a lack of self-
assurance the presence of 
others makes me feel 
vulnerable. 0.870 
   
When I am at home alone I 
am fearful of unexpected 
callers. 0.791 
   
When I go to sleep at night 
I am fearful of someone 
breaking in. 0.763 
   
In public places I fear for the 
safety of my possessions. 0.732 
   
I generally feel safe and in 
control. 0.729 
   
I feel vulnerable to crime. 0.672    
Novel situations, such as 
visiting new cities make me 
feel at risk from crime 0.669 
   
Due to the criminal intent of 
others I do not feel my 
property is secure. 0.622 
   
I worry about the safety of 
my possessions when not 
at home. 0.608 
   
On public transport I am 
concerned about the threat 
of strangers. 0.606 
   
New places are a constant 
source of criminal threat. 0.598 
   
I am cautious of 
wrongdoing when walking 
down the high street. 0.597 
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I check my pockets when I 
am out because I lack 
control. 0.596 
   
Late at night I feel 
vulnerable to criminals. 0.542 
   
When I'm on my way home, 
I sometimes imagine that 
someone will obstruct my 
path. 0.52 
   
I am not worried by the 
thought of visiting new 
areas because I know I am 
able to handle novel 
situations. 0.502 
   
I am confident that my 
property is secure. 0.501 
   
People will generally do 










People will do anything to 




People are bad natured.  0.754   





I distrust particular people 









The world is a threatening 





I generally trust strangers.  0.482   





Expensive jewellery is 




As an items value increases 
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People with obvious wealth 




Popular items are more 










Rare possessions are 





My personal effects (i.e., 
mobile telephone, wallet) 





I think I'm capable of 
chasing off a potential 
assailant. 
   
0.816 
No one could take my 
possessions if they tried. 
   
0.797 
I am able to handle any 
threatening situation that 
may arise. 
   
0.777 
I am often the victim of 
jealousy from strangers  
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10.11 Items generated for phase three 
 
Criminalisable Space 
Due to a lack of self-assurance the presence of others makes me feel 
vulnerable. 
When I am at home alone I am fearful of unexpected callers.  
When I go to sleep at night I am fearful of someone breaking in.  
In public places I fear for the safety of my possessions.  
I generally feel safe and in control.  
I feel vulnerable to crime.  
Novel situations, such as visiting new cities make me feel at risk from crime 
Due to the criminal intent of others I do not feel my property is secure.  
I worry about the safety of my possessions when not at home.  
On public transport I am concerned about the threat of strangers.  
New places are a constant source of criminal threat.  
I am cautious of wrongdoing when walking down the high street.  
I check my pockets when I am out because I lack control.  
Late at night I feel vulnerable to criminals.  
When I'm on my way home, I sometimes imagine that someone will obstruct 
my path.  
I am not worried by the thought of visiting new areas because I know I am 
able to handle novel situations. 
I am confident that my property is secure.  
Evil Intent 
People will generally do things they feel they can get away with.  
People are generally manipulative.  
People will do anything to get what they want.  
People are bad natured.  
People today are less trustworthy.  
I distrust particular people in my surroundings.  
I am suspicious of people's intentions.  
The world is a threatening place, full of criminal wrongdoing.  
I generally trust strangers.  
There are many criminals within society.  
Power 
I think I'm capable of chasing off a potential assailant.  
No one could take my possessions if they tried.  
I am able to handle any threatening situation that may arise.  
I am often the victim of jealousy from strangers  
I am not fearful of criminals as they pose no threat to my property. 
I am not fearful of criminals as they pose no threat to me physically. 
I am able to protect my personal possessions from criminals. 
I am able to physically protect myself from criminals. 
I do not feel that I would be able to defend myself from wrongdoers. 
I am able to resist the intentions of criminals. 
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I am confident in my ability to defend myself from criminal attack. 
I am not able to protect myself from criminals. 
If my home is occupied it is protected from criminals 
Criminals could easily take my property. 
I am confident in my ability to protect my property. 
I am prepared to deal with criminal intent. 
I do not feel threatened by the propsect of being attacked. 
I do not feel threatened by the prospect of being robbed. 
Attractivity 
I do not wear branded items because they attract criminals. 
I would not leave valuable items in a shared space. 
My precious possessions are at risk of theft. 
New items are targetted by thieves. 
Affluent areas and people are targetted by criminals. 
My personally valuable possessions are especially attractive to wrongdoers. 
I do not buy expensive items because they are likely to be stolen. 
Purchasing costly items increases the likelihood I will become a victim of 
crime.  
Expensive jewellery is highly desirable to criminals  
As an items value increases so does risk of theft.  
People with obvious wealth are targeted by criminals.  
Popular items are more likely to be targeted by criminals  
Socially desirable belongings are more at risk.  
Rare possessions are highly attractive to strangers  
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10.12 Original items from phase three placed into CFA  
When I go to sleep at night I am fearful of someone breaking in. 
In public places I fear for the safety of my possessions. 
I generally feel safe and in control. 
I feel vulnerable to crime. 
Novel situations, such as visiting new cities make me feel at risk from 
crime 
I worry about the safety of my possessions when not at home. 
On public transport I am concerned about the threat of strangers. 
New places are a constant source of criminal threat. 
 I am cautious of wrongdoing when walking down the high street. 
I check my pockets when I am out because I lack control. 
Late at night I feel vulnerable to criminals. 
I am confident that my property is secure. 
Due to a lack of self-assurance the presence of others makes me feel 
vulnerable. 
People will generally do things they feel they can get away with. 
People are generally manipulative. 
People will do anything to get what they want. 
People are bad natured 
People today are less trustworthy 
I am suspicious of people’s intentions. 
The world is a threatening place, full of criminal wrongdoing 
There are many criminals within society 
Expensive jewellery is highly desirable to criminals 
As an item’s value increases so does risk of theft 
People with obvious wealth are targeted by criminals 
My precious possessions are at risk of theft 
New items are targeted by thieves 
Affluent areas and people are targeted by criminals 
Purchasing costly items increases the likelihood I will become a victim 
of crime. 
I am able to protect my personal possessions from criminals.  
I am able to physically protect myself from criminals 
I am able to resist the intentions of criminals 
I am confident in my ability to defend myself from criminal attack 
I am not able to protect myself from criminals 
Criminals could easily take my property 
I am confident in my ability to protect my property 
I am prepared to deal with criminal intent 
No one could take my possession if they tried 
I am able to handle any threatening situations that may arise 
When I am at home alone I am fearful of unexpected callers 
Due to the criminal intent of others I do not feel my property is secure. 
Popular items are more likely to be targeted by criminals 
Socially desirable belongings are more at risk 
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10.13 Items removed based on modification indices 
 
I generally feel safe and in control. Crim4 
I am confident that my property is secure. Crim 15 
People will generally do things they feel they can get away with. Ev 1 
Expensive jewellery is highly desirable to criminals Att1 
New items are targeted by thieves Att 11 
Affluent areas and people are targeted by criminals Att12 
I am not able to protect myself from criminals Pow 9 
Criminals could easily take my property Pow 11 
Popular items are more likely to be targeted by criminals att 4 
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10.14 PCA to confirm factor structure before CFA 






When I go to sleep at night I am 
fearful of someone breaking in. 
 .620   
In public places I fear for the safety 
of my possessions. 
 .839   
I generally feel safe and in control.  .507   
I feel vulnerable to crime.  .663   
Novel situations, such as visiting 
new cities make me feel at risk from 
crime 
 .873   
I worry about the safety of my 
possessions when not at home. 
 .666   
On public transport I am concerned 
about the threat of strangers. 
 .968   
New places are a constant source of 
criminal threat. 
 .689   
 I am cautious of wrongdoing when 
walking down the high street. 
 .819   
I check my pockets when I am out 
because I lack control. 
 .611   
Late at night I feel vulnerable to 
criminals. 
 .798   
I am confident that my property is 
secure. 
 .558   
Due to a lack of self-assurance the 
presence of others makes me feel 
vulnerable. 
 .610   
People will generally do things they 
feel they can get away with. 
  .534  
People are generally manipulative.   .844  
People will do anything to get what 
they want. 
  .816  
People are bad natured   .891  
People today are less trustworthy   .905  
I am suspicious of people’s 
intentions. 
  .652  
The world is a threatening place, full 
of criminal wrongdoing 
  .789  
There are many criminals within 
society 
  .601  
Expensive jewellery is highly 
desirable to criminals 
   .620 
As an item’s value increases so does 
risk of theft 
   .685 
People with obvious wealth are 
targeted by criminals 
   .926 
My precious possessions are at risk 
of theft 
   .695 
New items are targeted by thieves    .712 
Affluent areas and people are 
targeted by criminals 
   .684 
Purchasing costly items increases 
the likelihood I will become a victim 
of crime. 
   .533 
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I am able to protect my personal 
possessions from criminals.  
.965    
I am able to physically protect myself 
from criminals 
.833    
I am able to resist the intentions of 
criminals 
.871    
I am confident in my ability to defend 
myself from criminal attack 
.830    
I am not able to protect myself from 
criminals 
.564    
Criminals could easily take my 
property 
.585    
I am confident in my ability to protect 
my property 
.798    
I am prepared to deal with criminal 
intent 
.765    
No one could take my possession if 
they tried 
.652    
I am able to handle any threatening 
situations that may arise 
.784    
When I am at home alone I am 
fearful of unexpected callers 
 .495   
Due to the criminal intent of others I 
do not feel my property is secure. 
 .540   
Popular items are more likely to be 
targeted by criminals 
   .784 
Socially desirable belongings are 
more at risk 
   .709 
I am able to protect my personal 
effects from criminals 
.913    
Extraction Method: PCA.  
 Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser 
Normalization. 
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10.15 Diagram of CFA model for Fear of Personal Victimisation Scale 
 
 
Figure 3. Summary for the remaining items of the Social and Community 
Perceptions Scale when placed into the four factor CFA model 
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10.16 Subscale definitions from (Mesko, Areh, & Kury, 2004)  
"The Attractivity component2 is intended to refer to the extent to which people see 
themselves or their possessions as an attractive target or victim for criminal activities. It 
involves the attribution of a characteristic to oneself and one's possessions. One thinks, for 
example, of the peculiar sensation one may have when walking on the street with a great deal of 
money. Another example would be the fear of burglary, which may be experienced if one keeps 
valuable articles in the house.  
The Evil Intent component relates to the wrongdoer's role in the phenomenon. It is 
represented by the extent to which a person attributes criminal intentions to another individual 
or particular group. Thus, one may be afraid of having one's pocket picked the moment one sees 
a gypsy. Or one can experience fear as a result of a feeling that society is in moral decay and a 
conviction that present-day youth are prepared to commit murder for a paltry sum of money.  
The Power component refers to the degree of self-assurance and feeling of control that a 
person has with respect to possible threat or assault by another. In principle it is a question of 
two related sub-factors: one's own power and the power of the other. The first of these relates 
to a person's confidence in his3 own efficacy. This need not be directly related to the dangers of 
crime, of course. Feelings of self-assurance, control, and confidence in meeting the challenges of 
life will by generalisation tend to lower a person's sensitivity to feelings of threat. Almost 
anything can contribute to the feeling of one's own power, from a good family relationship to an 
optimistic temperament.  
The power of the other is the wrongdoer's side of the coin. It concerns characteristics attributed 
to potential criminals, such as their strength, agility, resources, and general ability to carry out 
their criminal intentions. A comparison of one's own power with power of other determines 
whether a person faces confrontations with that other with confidence or not. Thus, the idea 
that even the smallest thief goes about carrying weapons can lead to feelings of uneasiness or 
fear, if one has no compensating power of one's own.  
Criminalisable Space is the fourth and final component. Whereas the first component refers 
to the potential victim, the second to the potential wrongdoer, and the third to both of these 
parties, the last [component] has to do with the situation in which a crime may take place. The 
emphasis is on characteristics of place and time and on the presence of others, It is a question of 
the extent to which a situation lends itself to criminal activities in the eyes of a possible victim - 
of how much the situation facilitates crime or the criminal. A criminalisable situation might, for 
example, include walking at night through a poorly lit pedestrian subway or through a dark 
wood, although estimates of criminalisability for any one situation can naturally vary bet- ween 
individuals. The interest here lies in the extent to which people have a general tendency to heed 
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10.17 Original van der Wurff et al. (1989) Social and Community 
Perceptions Scale 
Could you tell me whether you agree or disagree with the following statements..." response 
codes = 1 = agree strongly, 2 = agree, 3 = don't know, 4 = disagree, 5 = disagree strongly.  
Attractivity  
Target: I think that people who are up to no good are likely to target especially on me and my 
possessions. 
Jealousy: I think that people are jealous of me.  
Power  
Attacker: I think I'm capable of chasing of a potential assailant. Rows: I generally stay clear of 
rows.  
Evil Intent  
Trust: I generally trust strangers. 
Distrust: I distrust particular people in my surroundings.  
Criminalisable Space  
Obstruction: When I'm on my way home, I sometimes imagine that someone would obstruct my 
path. 
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10.21 Phase three - PCA of Fear of Crime Scale items  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
